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This study describes interviews with twenty-three archivists across the United 
States who currently maintain a Facebook Page for their respective institutions.  
The interviews were conducted to determine why these institutions have chosen 
to utilize Facebook and social media more broadly, what guidelines could be 
drawn for future archival participation on Facebook, and if Facebook-based 
outreach was effective. 
 
Based on the interviews as well as analytical data, most of the institutions 
included in this study have had success using Facebook as an outreach tool.  
They used Facebook in order to conform with expectations, raise the public 
profile of their institution, and share collections.  The interviews also reveal 
four guidelines that could help archivists have further success on Facebook:  
highlight visual items; work collaboratively with other institutions to take 
advantage of Facebook’s sharing tools; profile items with intrinsic value; and 
establish a narrow identity that focuses on one or two specific subjects.   
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On October 4, 2012, Facebook founder Mark Zuckerberg announced that his social 
networking site had reached the level of one billion unique users.  For perspective, the 
only other website that boasts a billion unique visits each month is Google.  For 
Zuckerberg, the announcement signaled that Facebook "belongs to a rich tradition of 
people making things that bring us together."
1
  One should remain careful about 
overstating Facebook's ability to change human communication.  After all, Zuckerberg's 
claim that Facebook is as important as chairs and bridges might warrant a spirited debate.  
Still, one cannot deny the fact that one billion people users of any product makes that 
product into a mainstay of global culture.  In only eight and a half years since its 
founding, it is not an exaggeration to claim that Facebook has become the symbol of 
social networking and, with the exception of Google, of the Web itself. 
Whenever anything becomes so pervasive (and possibly even ubiquitous), it is 
only natural that as many people as possible will want to capitalize on its success to their 
own ends.  Thus, it should come as a surprise to no one that the question of how to 
successfully utilize Facebook as a marketing tool has become a major topic of 
conversation amongst economic and technology experts alike.  Can you raise a 
company's profile through having a Facebook presence?  (Most agree that Facebook is 
great for achieving this goal.)  Can you successfully parlay Facebook success into 
profits?  (Yes, but it is significantly more difficult than raising your public profile.)  
Thankfully, this study is not concerned with profit margins.  Rather, I want to determine 
how certain non-profit institutions can use Facebook as a platform for increasing its 
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outreach efforts.  More specifically, how can archivists capitalize on Facebook as the 
most pervasive outreach tool ever conceived? Consider for a moment the number of 
people who interact with most archival institutions during a given day through in-person 
research, remote reference queries, public events, etc.  Even at the busiest repositories, 
that number is probably not ten-thousand unique visitors.  Yet 10,000 is only 0.001 
percent of the billion users on Facebook.  If every archival repository could reach 10,000 
users each day, the possibilities for raising the profile of each institution and the archival 
field as a whole are tantalizing and very real.  For example, imagine 10,000 people 
viewing a newly digitized photograph and sharing it with their friends.  A conversation 
begins about the photograph and several users notice a business in the background that 
does not appear in the item's description.  Those users contact the repository's staff 
members who, after confirming the accuracy of the description, eagerly add the newly-
created crowd-sourced metadata to the item.  In this scenario, access to the item is much 
wider than when an item goes live on the institution's website with no additional 
publicity.  As a bonus, the repository has their researchers create an item-level 
description.  It is a win-win scenario and it is quite feasible—if only the repository can 
reach that level of Facebook success.  
Do not start jumping for joy just yet, however.  Reaching people on Facebook is 
not easy.  There is no function wherein the platform features particularly interesting 
content each day (as in iTunes's selection of featured podcasts about a certain subject).  
More problematically, as of the writing of this paper, Facebook's built-in search engine is 
not nearly as robust as what users have become accustomed to on other sites such as 
Google and Bing.
2
  Take for example a researcher interested in the advertising company 
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D'Arcy Masius Benton & Bowles.  A Google search for the company's name returns the 
archives of the company held at Duke University's John W. Hartman Center for Sales, 
Marketing, and Advertising History as the fourth hit.
3
  In sharp contrast, a Facebook 
search for the company yields only four results, none of which include Duke's holdings.  
The Hartman Center has a Facebook page, as does its parent organization the Rubenstein 
Library.  Unfortunately, Facebook searches look for exact matches in profile and page 
titles.  Since D'Arcy Masius Benton & Bowles is not included in the page name of the 
Hartman Center, the researcher using Facebook is out of luck. 
Beyond search drawbacks, even once a user has found a repository's page on 
Facebook, it is not an automatic transition from discovery to productive outreach.  The 
user must "like" the page to receive the repository's updates, including any new 
photograph content and links to digital collections.  "Liking" is a commitment insofar as 
the user will now see the repository's posts along with what their personal friends are 
saying as part of an aggregated news feed that functions as their home page within 
Facebook.  Even if a user "likes" a repository's page, there is no guarantee that the user 
will not hide the repository's posts in their news feed.  There is equally no impetus for the 
user to interact with the repository's page other than their interest in any particular post.  
Thus, a repository's strategy for what it publishes on its page must revolve around what 
will increase the likelihood that users will both like and interact with their page.  
 Two lessons are clear from the above discussion:  Having a Facebook presence is 
potentially a great opportunity for an archival repository looking to boost its public 
profile and outreach efforts—but success on Facebook is far from certain.  Unfortunately, 
there is no magic formula for the kinds of content that would generate the most "likes" 
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and the highest level of interactivity for archives (or any other organization for that 
matter).  What archivists can do is take stock of what repositories are currently trying on 
Facebook in order to determine what is working and how to improve their own Facebook 
efforts. 
 In this study, I seek to achieve the above goal through examining the current state 
of selected archival institutions on Facebook.  I will first examine the literature of how 
social media has thus far contributed to outreach efforts in libraries and archives.  I will 
then turn to an analysis of selected archival institutions and their Facebook activity.  This 
section relies on interviews with over twenty archivists at diverse institutions across the 
United States and a quantitative examination of those institutions' Facebook analytics.  I 
will use this data to discuss why archivists first looked to Facebook as an outreach tool 
and what they are currently doing on Facebook to reach both new and established users.  
I will look at the types of content that archivists are posting on Facebook and what 
reaction that those posts are generating as demonstrated in the analytics.  My ultimate 
goal in this study is not to create the aforementioned magic formula for creating ideally-
calibrated Facebook pages.  However, a systematic analysis of current behavior can 
create a set of suggestions for repositories of all sizes that can significantly increase the 
odds for an institution having success with Facebook as an outreach platform.   
 
A Primer on Terms:  Web 2.0, Social Networks, and the Mechanisms of Facebook 
 Before continuing into a review of the pertinent literature concerning the use of 
social media for marketing, it is necessary to alleviate the concern of any readers who got 
lost in the jargon of Facebook employed in the introduction.  While those readers who are 
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at least familiar with the mechanisms of Facebook as a software application will more 
easily relate to the discussion below, this study will not exclude non-Facebook users.  
After all, one of the goals of research into social media is to demonstrate that its 
effectiveness is either worth or not worth the amount of effort necessary for non-users to 
jump into the intimidating waters of Web 2.0.  If one is an experienced user of Facebook, 
the following discussion is still worthwhile as a clarification of definitions used 
throughout this study. 
 It is first necessary to understand Facebook’s position as the currently most-used 
social network within the cornucopia of technologies that fit into the umbrella of Web 2.0 
applications.  For this study, Web 2.0 is defined as the blanket term that refers to those 
online applications in which users take an active role as a content generator, thereby 
fostering a collective sense of information and participation.
4
  Web 2.0 has colloquially 
come to refer to any software application that relies on user-generated content, which can 
include blogs, podcasts, user-created metadata tagging (“folksonomies”), RSS (Really 
Simple Syndication) feeds, wikis, and social networks.  It is sometimes difficult to 
delineate the exact line between “Web 1.0” and its successor, as is the case when trying 
to classify user-generated reviews on Amazon.com that predate the Web 2.0 terminology 
by several years.  Even the originator of the term “Web 2.0,” Tim O’Reilly, has 
expressed some uncertainty as to what exactly fits under the Web 2.0 label.
5
  Despite the 
occasional ambiguity of the term, Web 2.0 has become the ubiquitous phraseology for 
user-generated online content.  It is therefore used within this study to conform to both 
the literature and social convention. 
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 Within the scope of Web 2.0 applications, social networks have become one of 
the most widely-used platforms for users to generate their own content while interacting 
with others.  Technically speaking, a social network is a particular application that 
facilitates user-generated content that is delineated from other similar Web 2.0 
applications by its functionality in terms of connectivity.  A potentially confusing 
conflation is the term “social network” with the term “social media.”  While many 
applications fit into both categories, social media is a broader term that refers to any Web 
2.0 technology whose “core reference is the wisdom of crowds, and the collaborative 
sharing and use of content over the Internet or other media.”6  In an analysis of the impact 
of social networks on libraries, Ari-Veikko Antiroikko and Reijo Savolainen provide 
eight specific functions that social networks in general must fulfill: 
(1) finding people, (2) building directories and social networks, (3) inviting 
people to join user’s network, (4) managing access to user’s network 
(“permissioning”), (5) connecting with people in user’s network using various 
media, (6) managing relationships across media, (7) collaborating with people 
within user’s network, and (8) content sharing with people in user’s network 
combined with other learning, knowledge-finding and knowledge-sharing 
functionalities.
7
 
 
Although the eight rules provided here may seem restrictive, in point of fact they provide 
a skeleton of functionality around which a social network can create its own unique 
identity.  Twitter, the microblogging application in which users express themselves in 
140 characters or less, qualifies as a social network based on the eight provided criteria.  
So too does LinkedIn, an application where professionals link with other professionals 
while establishing a digital persona that is distinct from their private life.  Of course, 
Facebook is the most ubiquitous social network; it fulfills all eight rules as well, even 
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though its mission is not the same as Twitter, LinkedIn, and a myriad of other social 
networks. 
 The problem with distinguishing Facebook from other social networks based on 
its mission is that one has a difficult time with pinpointing just what that mission is.  
Aside from Mark Zuckerberg’s earlier abstract statement concerning Facebook’s ability 
to encourage human connectivity, analysts of Facebook address an application that has 
become a hydra of sorts.  Is Facebook an application for individuals seeking to establish a 
personal presence on the web?  Is it a place where people can meet new friends and 
connect with those that they already have?  Is it an application for businesses, public 
figures, and organizations to reach their clients or other interested individuals?  Is it a site 
for social gaming that can interface with mobile devices?  Frustratingly, the answer to all 
of those questions is yes.  Since its inception, Facebook has greatly diversified its 
functions from the original goal of finding new persons to date on a college campus.  
Now, analysts cannot describe Facebook as having any single function other than 
Zuckerberg’s contention that Facebook fosters communication.  Unfortunately, such an 
abstract goal does not translate well into productive research, meaning that analysts must 
pick and choose the missions on which they will focus.  This study focuses specifically 
on Facebook as a tool for organizations to reach their clients while acknowledging that its 
other functions clearly play a role in how potential clients interact with the application. 
 As a result of this mission integration (conflation?), describing the mechanisms of 
Facebook to a non-user presents a problem of scope.  This study will therefore only 
consider the terminology that is relevant to the two sides necessary for archival outreach 
to occur:  a personal profile of an individual user and an organizational Page that, for the 
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purposes of this study, is sponsored by an archival institution.  Both sides create 
something slightly different when they begin their Facebook experience, but a lot of the 
activity that one can do on Facebook is shared by individuals and organizations.   
When an individual visits Facebook for the first time, he or she is prompted to 
register for the site by entering a valid e-mail address and a password.  Once this step is 
completed, the individual has an active Facebook account.  The individual can then add a 
profile photograph that will display as their personal icon for all of their Facebook 
activity.  In addition, the individual is encouraged to fill in events from their past (i.e. 
wedding, graduation, etc.) into the Timeline feature.  In fact, all personal profiles are now 
organized as Timelines wherein all activity is displayed chronologically on an 
individual’s profile.  Of course, no personal profile is fully built until that person has 
“friended” several individuals.  Friend requests are sent to whomever the new user 
wishes.  Upon confirmation of the friend request, the new user will have the ability to see 
their new friend’s content.   
Once the individual is established on Facebook, they can generate content in a 
variety of ways.  Most prominently, they can speak their mind through status updates, or 
free-text entries intended to describe the user’s current activity.  However, there is no 
functional limit in terms of content to what the user can share in a status update.  For 
example, statuses have often become a platform for users to provide analysis of various 
news events.  Within a status update, a user can also share photographs, videos, and links 
to external sites.  However, the standard status update contains only textual content. 
In contrast to a personal profile, a professional Page is a specialized type of 
account designed, in the words of Facebook, to provide “a voice to any public figure or 
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organization to join the conversation with Facebook users.”8  Public figures use Pages to 
keep their fans informed on their latest happenings.  For-profit businesses use Pages as 
tools to sell their goods or services to varying degrees of success.  Non-profits such as 
archival institutions tend to use Pages as both a means to increase their online visibility 
and a way to keep connected with those who already are associated with the organization 
in some fashion.  Although Pages began their life on Facebook with a more spartan 
design than personal profiles, Pages currently resemble the personal Timeline with even 
more features available if the Page designer wishes to use them.  In terms of content 
creation, the Page relies on status updates that function no differently than those of a 
personal profile.  However, Page administrators can also imbed applications such as a 
donations tab for a political figure or a pay-per-view service for a Page of a television 
studio.  While the possibilities for Page customization are enticing, most archival 
institutions stick to the basics in their presentation.  In other words, they use their Page to 
post status updates while maintaining an “About” section that provides the institution’s 
contact information, website, hours of operation, location, and a brief description of their 
holdings or mission.  
The more significant difference between Pages and personal profiles for the 
purposes of this study is what a Page administrator can do behind the scenes that personal 
users cannot.  The most prominent difference is that Page administrators have access to a 
wealth of analytics, known on Facebook as Insights.  Available for viewing from the 
home screen of a Page administrator, the Insights provide data about the demographics of 
the users who follow the Page’s updates.  In addition, the Page administrator can use the 
Insights to determine what sorts of content updates are garnering the most interest based 
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on an analysis of likes, comments, and shares (see below for a discussion of each of those 
feedback mechanisms).  The second half of my study will include an examination of the 
Insights of sampled institutions in an attempt to determine if certain kinds of content 
updates are more likely to generate interest with audiences of archival institutions.  
Another feature that Page administrators frequently employ is scheduling status updates 
in advance.  For example, if a repository wanted to post a series of updates about an 
individual’s papers during the week of his or her birthday, the Page administrator could 
write and schedule all of the week’s posts pertaining to those papers in advance.  A Page 
schedule does not restrict Page activity because an administrator can still post any content 
spontaneously in addition to scheduled updates.  However, the schedule does allow 
already-busy staffs to more easily manage a repository’s Facebook activity.    
What personal profiles and professional Pages have in common are the 
mechanisms for users to provide reactions to posted content.  The three feedback 
measures are likes, comments, and shares.  A “like” requires a user (or the manager of a 
Page) to click on any given item and thereby claim that they like that item.  Facebook 
equates a like to a “thumbs-up” or an endorsement of the content provided.  Since liking 
requires only one click, many users will like lots of content as a quick way to provide 
feedback.  Many users and Page administrators strive for every content update to garner 
the most number of likes possible.  It is also necessary to note that friends for 
professional Pages are also “likes.”  Other Pages and personal users can like a Page, and 
in so doing, they essentially have the same functionality as a personal profile’s friends.  
The largest difference between liking a Page and “friending” an individual is where that 
information is displayed on the personal profile.  As a result of the double-meaning of 
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“like,” I will make all efforts within this study to specify if I am referring to liking a 
specific piece of content or to liking a Page itself. 
Comments are self-explanatory; a user has the ability to add their thoughts to any 
posted item.  A user’s comment is usually solely composed of text; however, a user can 
add links to a comment.  Original images and videos are not common in comments.  In 
contrast to a “like,” a comment requires slightly more effort and does not necessarily 
imply an endorsement.  In fact, many users will practice “trolling” with their comments, 
which denotes the user adding comments that are intentionally designed to incite anger or 
frustration in other users.  Despite the prevalence of “trolling,” comments can frequently 
provide users and particularly Page administrators with invaluable feedback and often 
inspire productive or enlightening discussions.  Regardless of the positive or negative 
nature of comments, most users and Page administrators would like their content to lead 
to more comments rather than less. 
Shares stand out from likes and comments as the only feedback mechanism that 
will definitively increase the audience of any given post.  When a user shares content, 
they go to another profile or Page, take an interesting piece of content, and place it on 
their own site.  (The likes and comments in the original post do not migrate with the 
shared item.)  If one thinks of each user’s site as a bulletin board, sharing entails copying 
a flyer that one found someone else and putting a copy on their own board.  What is the 
result of this action?  More users will see the original content because their friends (for 
personal users) or their users who “like” them (for Pages) will now see the original 
content even though they have no relationship with the initial creator of that content.  
Depending on the settings of a site of a particular personal profile or Page, it is possible 
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(and in fact probable) that a like or a comment will also make a piece of content show up 
on their own site.  However, sharing is the only reactive mechanism on Facebook that 
will ensure the maximum number of one’s friends or those who like the Page will see the 
content in its original form.   
Likes, comments, and shares combine to create one of Facebook’s key analytic 
metrics:  reach, which is defined as the number of accounts that have seen any given 
content update.  For example, if one has ten friends and one of those friends shares an 
item with his twenty friends, the original post now has a reach of thirty.  Of course, the 
reach metric is usually much more complicated to calculate than in this example.  One 
must determine if likes and comments have exposed a content update to other accounts 
and to what extent that has occurred.  Another wrinkle in determining this measure is the 
fact that Facebook is much more likely to display a user’s likes and comments for a status 
update of another personal profile’s content rather than content from a Page.  Therefore, 
even if a user comments on a Page’s status, there is no guarantee that the commenting 
user will receive a notification of comments in reaction to their post.  There is also less of 
a chance that the commenting user’s friends will see the original update from the Page.   
Reach is also complicated by the possibility that a friend can share a piece of 
content that has in fact already been shared before.  In that case, the reach number grows 
exponentially as its potential viewer base increases.  Facebook actually has another 
analytic to measure reach as a function of exponential growth over a short time span.  
This measure is known as “virality,” derived from the word “viral” that has become 
common parlance for any online content that becomes widely popular in a short time.  To 
elucidate when “virality” is an important metric, consider a status update from an archive 
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that reacts to a major news event.  If that update provides a particularly interesting, 
inspiring, or controversial perspective, the odds of more persons liking, commenting, and 
sharing go up.  As that process occurs, other users who do not like the archival Page will 
see the content and begin to share it themselves.  If the process occurs rapidly, then the 
post will become "viral" and will therefore have a much wider audience within a short 
time span.     
One caveat:  A post having high virality does not necessarily mean that its reach 
will be higher than a post with lower virality.  For example, if the aforementioned 
archival institution’s content about current events reaches over 10,000 users within 
several hours even though their own Page only has 1,000 “likers,” the post is certainly 
viral.  However, if actor George Takei posts a piece of content on his Page that is seen by 
one hundred thousand users, it is not viral.  The reason for this difference is that George 
Takei currently has over two and a half million users who like his Page.  Based on the 
total number of people who like George Takei’s Page, one hundred thousand views could 
actually be a disappointing number.  For any archival repository, one hundred thousand 
views on any given status update would signify one of the largest successes in the 
institution’s history of publicity and outreach, let alone in terms of social media activity. 
 
A Review of Facebook-Based Outreach in Libraries and Archives 
 
 With a firm foundation in how Facebook works, this study now proceeds to a 
discussion of the literature that concerns itself with using Facebook and other social 
media platforms as outreach tools in libraries and archival institutions.  This review will 
focus specifically on studies that look at the overall strengths and weaknesses of 
Facebook as an outreach tool with a particular emphasis on those studies that provide 
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specific recommendations for increasing its efficacy.  In a recent study, Terra Jacobson 
contends that this literature exists in five strains of analysis: “How-To” articles discussing 
best practices; case studies specific to one or two libraries; in-depth analyses of services 
rendered through Facebook such as reference; examinations of how students interact with 
an academic library’s Facebook Page; and “perceived use” studies that rely on qualitative 
feedback from Facebook Page administrators.
9
  All of the above categories are useful in 
my study to varying degrees.  Therefore, this study will now examine articles from each 
methodology with one exception:  It will not include an analysis of the literature that 
examines student behavior as archives generally are targeting a much wider variety of 
audiences.  Focusing too much on student behaviors may decrease the efficacy of 
Facebook as an outreach tool intended for hobbyists and amateur historians, genealogists, 
authors, local community members, etc.  In addition, as the Methodology section will 
describe further, college and university archives and special collections make up only a 
quarter of the sampled institutions.  The other 75% of the institutions sampled are 
inherently not as concerned with student behavior.       
 Jacobson’s first category of literature is articles that speak in general terms in 
order to instruct librarians how to best use their Facebook Page.   While Jacobson 
indicates that this category constitutes a “how-to” literature for libraries and social media, 
she also includes within this category articles that tackle the overarching question if 
whether or not libraries should even use social media at all.  Thus, to rephrase her 
category title, it is more appropriate to call this category “why bother, but if so, how to do 
so effectively.”   
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Looking first at the “why bother” question, Jacobson cites a study from Laurie 
Charnigo and Paula Barnett-Ellis in which over half of surveyed librarians expressed 
discomfort or uncertainty with Facebook as a tool in their daily work.
10
  Another author 
who is not cited by Jacobson yet who argues against Facebook usage in libraries is Jeff 
Lilburn.  He contends that librarians should refrain from using commercial social 
networks because their for-profit motives contradict the democratic mission of library 
service.  Lilburn further suggests that librarians can create alternatives to commercial 
social networks that more easily distinguish libraries as institutions from commercial 
information providers like Google and Bing.
11
  While Jacobson does not specifically 
refute the arguments against social media within her literature review, the bulk of the 
studies that she cites take social media activity as either a given or a positive 
development and work from that point.   
Both Charnigo & Barnett-Ellis and Lilburn present valid arguments that should 
cause librarians and archivists to pause before diving into social media.  In the case of 
Charnigo & Barnett-Ellis, knowing that librarians are uncomfortable with Facebook 
should inspire social media administrators to educate their coworkers about the platform 
and what it can become as an outreach tool.  This task of educating non-users about 
Facebook is admittedly difficult but that barrier should not prevent a valiant effort.  
However, the fact that many librarians are uncomfortable with Facebook does not negate 
the pervasiveness of the platform amongst various user populations.  Refusing to use 
Facebook as a tool due to unfamiliarity is no different than abstaining from email as a 
new method of reference communication in 2000.  In Lilburn’s case, it is a good idea to 
consider the ethical implications of implementing a Facebook-oriented outreach policy.  
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Lilburn also is correct in pointing out that social media outreach does not always reach its 
intended audience.  However, his proposed solution of libraries creating their own social 
networks is not realistic.  Users are already on Facebook and I venture to guess that very 
few created their accounts in order to connect with librarians and archivists.  Rather, it is 
the task of librarians and archivists to capitalize on existing behaviors and merge our 
institutions into users’ social media behavior.  Asking users to like a library or an archive 
on Facebook is already difficult.  It is doubtful that most users would create an entirely 
separate social networking account solely for connecting with those institutions.  This 
argument does not nullify Lilburn’s ethical reservations but on the whole it is much more 
valuable to reach more users where they are, even if that platform is not ideal, than reach 
a significantly smaller number of users in an ideal manner.  
As a counterpoint to the authors who find fault with social media, Jacobson turns 
to authors who suggest best practices as a way to maximize the effectiveness of 
Facebook.  Jacobson’s literature review does not explicitly argue that these “how-to” 
articles are the argument against the negative contentions in the “why bother” category, 
but the contrast is clearly implied.  The author cited by Jacobson as providing the best 
general guidelines is Jason Cooper.  In his study, Cooper argues that libraries should 
create customized applications within Facebook that maximize on the flexibility of the 
platform.  Cooper contends that librarians who are able to mold Facebook for their own 
uses will lead to the optimal results for libraries looking to integrate Facebook into their 
reference and outreach activities.
12
   
Jacobson is correct to point out the strong arguments of Cooper for creating 
library applications on Facebook but other authors make higher-level arguments that also 
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merit attention within Jacobson’s “how-to” category.  In an article compiled by several 
members of the Business Reference and Services Section of the American Libraries 
Association, the arguments of three authors are aggregated into a cohesive argument for 
social media and an outline of some general principles.  First, Scott Brown suggests that 
libraries and small businesses have much in common in terms of social media.  Both 
share hesitancy when it comes to full adoption of Web 2.0 technologies for a variety of 
reasons.  Brown insists that librarians not let time constraints or a lack of total proof in 
the effectiveness of the technology prevent a healthy degree of experimentation.  Brown 
also suggests that libraries should try to foster a culture on social networks around a 
given theme, much like Naked Pizza has done regarding organic food products.  This 
contention is crucial as Brown is implying that users of Facebook are much more likely 
to follow a Page from an institution that consistently posts content on an interesting 
subject or theme rather than a Page from a potentially interesting institution that has no 
thematic cohesion.  Finally, Brown suggests that librarians not ask “what will social 
networks do for us?” but rather “how can we help?” as the latter is more in line with 
traditional library values such as service and open access.  Librarians should work toward 
incorporating social media use into their set schedules.  Crucially, Brown instructs 
librarians to not fear ceding content control to users but rather to embrace the 
conversational aspects of social networking as a new method for librarians to connect to 
their patrons.
13
           
  The second author that the aggregate article discusses is Laura Bridges who 
contends that social media is a form of capital measured in connections.  To summarize 
her crucial argument, bonding connections occur through emotional investment while 
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binding capital occurs through loose social connections established through mediums like 
Facebook.  Bridges also contends that social media has blurred the line between 
marketing and public relations.  Therefore, Facebook and other social networks require a 
new degree of interaction that is largely unprecedented.  At the same time, audiences are 
looking for a mixture of authenticity and content.  Thus, Bridges implies that libraries 
would best use Facebook if they post accurate and interesting content and maintain a high 
level of interactivity with the users who like or comment on a particular post.
14
 
 The final scholar whose work is analyzed in the aggregate paper is Stephen 
Abram, who contends that adopting social media is in line with librarians’ expected 
behavior.
15
  Abram argues that libraries are at their nature social institutions and should 
implement any sort of social technology that can add to their cultural relevance.  
Furthermore, Abram suggests that libraries can effectively keep their place as forums for 
new ideas by utilizing the democratic platforms of social media. Although the argument 
of Jeff Lilburn against librarians using commercial social media is not mentioned in this 
article, one can take Abram’s argumentation as a refutation of Lilburn and his 
reservations that commercial social networks subvert the ethics of librarianship.  Rather, 
Abram would contend that librarians may have an ethical obligation to use social media 
like Facebook and Twitter if those platforms constitute the avenues by which librarians 
can more effectively reach a wider audience and maintain an important role as an 
information institution.   
 After summarizing the work of Brown, Bridges, and Abram, the contributing 
authors to the aggregate study (Paul Brothers, Jason C. Dewland, Ed Hahn, and Julia 
Martin) add their own opinions about how librarians can most effectively use social 
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media broadly and Facebook more specifically.  The first lesson that Brothers et. al. draw 
is that social media savvy cannot make up for inferior content.  In other words, even if a 
library or an archive uses Facebook consistently and in interesting ways, they will not 
gain any users if their content remains uninteresting.  It is therefore imperative that 
librarians and archivists take a “content first” approach when deciding what to do with 
various social media platforms.  The corollary lesson of this observation is that wanting 
to use Facebook because “it’s the thing to do” or because “everyone else is doing it” 
without having any idea of what to post in your status updates is a recipe for failure. 
 However, if a librarian or an archivist has a good idea about the kinds of content 
that they want to post on Facebook, Brothers et. al. strongly endorse continued usage of 
social media as a promotion and outreach tool.  Pointing out that 87% of American 
businesses currently use Facebook, Brothers et. al. argue that librarians should strive to 
stay on the front line of technological development in both the cultural and economic 
spheres.
16
  The authors of the study also argue that librarians need to use social media to 
remain relevant as institutions of information seeking, gathering, and creation.  They 
summarize their conclusions thusly: 
To stay relevant and reach the widest audience it is imperative that libraries 
incorporate some form of social media tools. After all, libraries should be on the 
front lines of promoting resources to those seeking to learn and what better way to 
do this than to be sociable and make use of the tools that are at our disposal.
17
 
 
It may very well be true that many librarians are not yet familiar or comfortable with 
Facebook.  It may also be the case that commercial social networks are not the ideal 
platform for a non-profit institution to reach its patrons.  Yet the concise argumentation 
of Brothers et. al. in the above citation demonstrates that ignoring social media would 
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constitute an incredible missed opportunity for libraries and archives to maximize on 
available tools to keep a cutting-edge role in their users’ information behaviors.   
 Having dealt with the “why bother” question by outlining some basic principles of 
a sound social media strategy, Jacobson moves on the case studies about how specific 
institutions have experienced success with Facebook.  Among the authors that she 
discusses within this subset of the literature is Harry Glazer of Rutgers University.  In a 
2009 study, Glazer uses qualitative interviews to determine the effectiveness of using 
Facebook as a marketing tool for Rutgers University Libraries.
18
  Glazer found that 
Facebook enabled stronger connections between the library and other campus 
departments and organizations.  He also discussed the potential uses of mass mailings 
through Facebook’s messaging service to make patrons aware of news and events in the 
library.  Even though Jacobson cites this study as a strong example of how one 
institution’s Facebook experience can help other institutions, she remained skeptical of 
Glazer’s conclusions due to the qualitative nature of the study.  She does not necessarily 
question the validity of Glazer’s study specifically but rather laments the lack of 
quantitative data in all of the Facebook literature.  The problem is especially pronounced 
in case studies that rely on the feedback of employees at a given institution.
19
  Therefore, 
Jacobson implies that case studies might not constitute the best foundation for creating a 
scalable social media strategy. 
 In contrast to Jacobson, this study operates under the principle that qualitative 
observations are one of the most valuable windows into the effectiveness of social media 
outreach.  Indeed, Glazer’s scholarship is particularly helpful for understanding what 
Facebook behaviors have been especially effective in a college library setting.  In fact, 
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Glazer’s recent article (January 2012) speaks specifically to the question of how to 
translate Facebook activity into a patron visiting the website of the library and actually 
using library materials and services.  To use Glazer’s phraseology, do likes equal 
logins?
20
  Unfortunately, Glazer has found no sure method for answering this most 
crucial question.  However, in direct response to Jacobson’s lament concerning the 
availability of any quality metrics, Glazer does suggest four evaluative measurements to 
determine the efficacy of Facebook outreach:  the number of users who “like” a page (i.e. 
its fans) and the rate of that number’s growth or decline; the frequency of users liking or 
commenting on a particular status update; qualitative anecdotes that speak to particular 
cases of Facebook successes or struggles; and the size of the “impressions” of any given 
status update, by which he means a post’s reach and virality.21  It is true that none of 
these metrics provide direct evidence that a given number of users make the trip from 
Facebook to the library’s online services.  However, the logic behind using these metrics 
to determine a transition from Facebook to the library’s online services is that a certain 
percentage of actively engaged users of a Page will inherently use Facebook as a gateway 
interface to more in-depth interactions with the library.  This logic especially holds true 
in the case of the qualitative anecdotes where a data collector can learn of specific 
instances where the like-to-login process occurred, even if that information is not scalable 
to more of the user population.  Methodologically speaking, this study agrees with 
Glazer’s use of indirect evaluative tools, as is echoed by the combination of qualitative 
feedback and Facebook analytics discussed below. 
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 Beyond suggesting several metrics based on case study evaluations, Glazer also 
provides a list of his top five recommendations for creating and maintaining a successful 
Facebook Page:   
 Create a link between the library’s website and the Facebook Page represented 
by the Facebook logo.  This step will make those who already “login” into those 
who “like.” 
 Be interesting, or post what your users want to see (if you can figure that out) 
and not necessarily what you want to disseminate. 
 Be interested, or respond to comments and interact as much as much as possible. 
 Run contests and quizzes through the Page that offer prizes as a gimmick to get 
more people to like the Page. 
 Post content about subjects beyond the confines of the library.  Embrace news 
and other intriguing stories that may engage your users.  The logic behind 
expanding the scope of posts is that people who are interested in the non-library 
content will inherently also encounter library-centric updates that will hopefully 
capture their attention as well.
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These recommendations echo recommendations from more general guides to Facebook 
marketing.
23
  The one recommendation that is distinct for libraries is the fifth one that 
tells librarians not to fear venturing outside the library for their status updates.  Implicit in 
this suggestion is the truism that Facebook users have a wider array of interests than 
solely what is occurring in any given library, even if they “like” that library’s Page.  This 
suggestion also reflects Scott Brown’s recommendation that Facebook Page 
administrators should try to establish an identity that is independent of their actual 
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organization.  His example was how Naked Pizza has used its Facebook Page as a forum 
for fans of organic foods.  A corollary of this behavior for libraries would occur if, for 
example, an academic library molded its Page to become a forum for using article 
databases for research more generally.  Unfortunately, Glazer’s study does not expand 
upon this fifth recommendation to discuss whether or not Rutgers Library’s Page has 
effectively expanded beyond its institutional boundaries.   
 Returning to Jacobson’s literature discussion, her third subset of the Facebook-in-
libraries literature focuses on how Facebook functions as an extension or facilitator of 
typical library tasks.  In the majority of the literature that Jacobson would place into this 
subset of literature, the specific service that concerns the authors is reference and, more to 
the point, the question as to whether or not Facebook can become an avenue for handling 
reference queries.  Jacobson points to a study from Mack et. al. that tracked the number 
of reference queries received at multiple institutions through various channels.  Out of 
441 total queries, 126 came through a Facebook Page.  The relatively high percentage of 
queries coming through Facebook led Mack et. al. to recommend that institutions created 
Pages as augmentations to their current reference strategies.
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 Two other authors who merit discussion within this category are Joan Petit and 
Gary Wan, who respectively examine Facebook’s role in collection development and 
providing online services.  In her 2011 study, Petit examined the growing practice of 
patrons making collection development requests directly through Twitter and Facebook.  
For example, one patron asked a library through its Facebook Page to acquire specific 
titles in Mandarin in order to ameliorate a gap in the current collection.  Petit found that 
libraries who actively engaged with these requests through either Twitter or Facebook 
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tended to have the most successful social media efforts in terms of reach.  She 
recommends that librarians remain open to the possibility that a great suggestion for 
collection development will originate from a patron through social media.
25
  Gary Wan’s 
November 2011 study is concerned with the overall questions of effectiveness posited in 
Jacobson’s first subset of the literature but his final section addresses the specific issue of 
how libraries can integrate current online services into their Facebook Pages.  In a survey 
of all 115 ARL libraries and their Facebook Pages, Wan found that a significant amount 
were using some or all of the following applications embedded into their Page:  Worldcat 
search; LibGuides; a local catalog search; Citeme (a citation builder); RSS feeds; chat 
reference; and JSTOR search, amongst others.
26
  All of these services are normally found 
on an academic library’s own website (or are at least available through that portal), so 
seeing them as Facebook applications expands the possibilities of how Facebook can 
become an integrated part of a library’s public service strategy.  Both Petit and Wan 
demonstrate that Facebook can become an effective tool for services beyond outreach and 
marketing, even if the majority of this study focuses on the outreach possibilities of the 
tool.  Librarians and archivists should not fear trying to use Facebook as an augmentation 
of typical library services but that success will vary depending on the buy-in of library 
staff and the willingness of patrons to deal with their information needs through a non-
traditional avenue. 
 After seeing that Facebook can be effective generally, that case studies can add to 
our understanding of best practices, and that Facebook can become an integrated tool in 
library workflows in certain cases, Jacobson turns finally to literature that relies on the 
qualitative feedback of librarians at various institutions.  This subset of the literature is 
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most concerned with the underlying motivations for using Facebook and the degree to 
which the reality of Facebook usage corroborates with the perception of that practice.  
Jacobson distinguishes between studies that look only at qualitative examinations of 
perception and those that compare perception against actual use.  In the category of 
perception alone, she includes one article from Hendrix, Chiarella, Hasman, Murphy, and 
Zafron that looks at Facebook Pages of health libraries.  Hendrix et. al. found that health 
libraries used Facebook as a publicity tool that allowed them to communicate with users 
where the users already were.  However, they also ran into the same difficulty as Glazer 
insofar as making a summative judgment of Facebook’s effectiveness based on 
qualitative feedback is not advisable.
27
    
 When turning to studies that actually compare perception against reality, one 
finally reaches the place in the literature wherein Jacobson’s own study fits.  Jacobson 
systematically examined the posts of 12 libraries and compared her results against what 
Hendrix et. al. found in their survey.  Specifically, Jacobson wanted to determine if the 
uses of Facebook reported by the librarians in Hendrix et. al.’s study corresponded to the 
goals that she assigned to various posts.  The results presented a mixed decision of sorts:  
Both Hendrix et. al. and Jacobson found that the most prevalent and most successful use 
of Facebook is a marketing and outreach tool.  However, while Hendrix et. al. expected 
the next three most prevalent uses to be posting photos, “being where the users are,” and 
reference interactions, Jacobson found that the top three uses behind outreach were 
OPAC searching, submitting RSVPs to events, and then posting photos, in that order.
28
  
In her closing recommendations, Jacobson claims that marketing is “currently the best 
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use of [Facebook] in the [library] realm” but cautions that librarians may find that they 
are investing too much into a largely unproven tool.
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 Another study that merits attention in the examination of actual results is one that 
we have already seen within the third category looking at specific services—the 
November 2011 study of Gary Wan.  In addition to Wan’s aforementioned discussion of 
library services provided through Facebook, his study also examined the goals of 
Facebook posts in much the same manner as Jacobson.  In contrast to most other studies, 
Wan found that the Pages with the most fans (those who like the Page) consistently post 
more information about upcoming events than on any other subject, including posts 
designed to facilitate outreach or collection awareness.
30
  Wan does not offer an 
explanation for this discrepancy in results.  However, it is possible that the institutions he 
sampled present a selection bias.  By selecting ARL institutions, Wan looked only at 
Pages for institutions with a large and active local community of students, faculty, and 
staff.  It is understandable that successful Pages within this subset of academic libraries 
would emphasize events because those who like the Page have a significantly higher 
likelihood of having the opportunity to actually attend said events.  Facebook Pages for 
institutions that cater to more remote users may not have as many likes but those who do 
follow their Page are probably not looking for event-based information.   
Having examined all four of Jacobson’s categories of the Facebook-as-a-library-
tool literature, several consensuses emerge.  First, Facebook may not currently be the best 
marketing tool, but it certainly has potential if librarians can utilize the tool to its fullest 
potential.  Second, certain best practices such as maintaining a high level of interactivity 
and posting about non-library matters (as per the arguments of Scott Brown and Larry 
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Glazer) can contribute to a Page’s success.  Third, outreach and event promotion 
currently dominate the corpus of library posts on Facebook, although a significant 
number of users visit library Pages to use services that they would otherwise access 
through the library’s own website.  These observations are illuminating and they certainly 
apply to this study’s focus on how archivists use Facebook.  Of course, the glaring 
weakness of the literature in terms of this paper is that none of the scholars discussed 
above deal with archives in the slightest.  Although some of the best practices and other 
evidence might carry over from libraries to archives, it is dangerous to make that 
assumption given the different audiences of archival institutions.   
If archival practices on Facebook could theoretically diverge from libraries to a 
significant degree, one might naturally wonder why I have placed so much emphasis on 
evidence from library-centric literature.  There are two reasons, one methodological and 
the other pragmatic.  On the methodological front, the library literature presents an 
excellent corpus for determining the best methods for evaluating Facebook usage.  In 
fact, Jacobson’s study inspires the quantitative analysis that is included in this study.  In 
addition, the library literature undoubtedly presents several conclusions that apply in 
archives just as much as in libraries.  The best example of this parallel exists for Scott 
Brown’s marketing identity argument, which will resurface in when this study turns to 
guidelines for successful collection-based outreach.  On the pragmatic front, there is 
simply not much literature for archivists specifically looking at using social media as an 
outreach tool.  Even though Kate Theimer coined the phrase “Archives 2.0” in 2008 and 
many archivists have looked at how Web 2.0 technologies can change archival 
description and reference, few archival scholars have systematically examined archival 
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outreach based on social media.
31
  Furthermore, to the best of the author’s knowledge, no 
articles exist within the archival literature that focus solely on Facebook and best 
practices for that platform.  It is my expectation that my study will fill in this important 
gap, but for now, this study must rely on the literature that is available even if does not 
speak exactly to the central institutions of my analysis. 
However, one article from the archival literature merits particular attention as the 
work that most influenced the formulation of my study.  In many ways, this analysis acts 
as a follow-up to Mary Samouelian’s 2009 award-winning study of the overall state of 
archivists using social media.  (It is therefore no accident that the definition of social 
media used above is based on the definition that Samouelian deployed in her study.)  
Samouelian deployed a two-pronged approach to determine the extent to which archivists 
were establishing a social media presence.  She first examined the websites of 213 
sampled archival institutions to determine the various social media strategies currently in 
use.  For example, when examining a digital collections website, Samouelian recorded 
the fact that the institution deployed podcasting to contextualize their published materials.  
Overall, 85 institutions out of 213 sampled presented digital collections; from that group 
of 85, 38 (45%) used at least one Web 2.0 technology to augment their digital 
collections.
32
  In the second half of her analysis, Samouelian analyzed interviews with 
seven archivists in order to learn the context behind the implementation of Web 2.0 
technologies at their respective institutions.  She found that her sampled archivists were 
overwhelmingly positive about the potential for Web 2.0 technologies to contribute to the 
archives’ web presence.  The interviews discussed a number of issues related to using 
Web 2.0 and several are relevant to my analysis.  First, a majority of her respondents felt 
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that implementing a Web 2.0 strategy had not posed any difficulties and had in fact been 
a relatively easy way of greatly increasing the visibility of the institution and their 
collections.  Furthermore, a majority of the respondents reported positive feedback from 
patrons, although their evidence was anecdotal (much like what Larry Glazer anticipated 
when asking for “anecdotes of success.”).  The most prevalent concern amongst her 
respondents was time, as 5 out of the 7 archivists interviewed reported that Web 2.0 had 
become too time-consuming and thereby took time away from their other required 
tasks.
33
  Ultimately, Samouelian recommended that archivists continue to implement 
Web 2.0 technologies while trying to further clarify exactly what role those technologies 
should have in an archival setting. 
Even though Samouelian’s article does not explicitly address social networks, let 
alone Facebook, it is the most comprehensive study of how archivists use social media in 
a variety of ways and for a variety of reasons.  Methodologically, the combination of 
website content analysis and qualitative interviews is similar to what Jacobson would 
advocate for the library world several years later.  Furthermore, the issues regarding the 
rationale for implementation and the challenges of time management are still relevant in 
relation to archivists on Facebook.  Therefore, while this study has a much narrower 
scope than Samouelian’s work, it is my hope that this examination of archivists on 
Facebook can add to the archival literature about social media in a similar manner as 
Samouelian’s work. 
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Study Methodology  
 This study seeks to examine three key aspects of the current usage of Facebook by 
archivists and other persons who administer Pages for archival institutions.  Those 
aspects are:  First, echoing the "why bother" question posed by Jacobson, I would like to 
determine why the selected institutions created Facebook Pages and if they use Facebook 
as part of a larger social media strategy.  Within this section, I will delve more deeply 
into the specific goals that institutions have for their Facebook Pages as well as the 
audiences that institutions are trying to reach through having a Facebook Page.  
Secondly, as per the recommendation of Glazer to use qualitative anecdotes as a metric of 
social media success, I will ask for specific anecdotes of how institutions and individuals 
have connected through Facebook.  I will also include any particular anecdotes of failures 
in this regard, if any are found to exist. Finally, using a combination of self-reported 
observations of the interviewed subjects as well as supporting evidence from Facebook 
Insights, I want to determine what kinds of posts generate the highest reach and thereby 
have the largest impact.  I am modeling this section on Glazer's list of recommendations 
for posts; however, while his standards applied to general library Pages, my conclusions 
will be significantly narrower and will apply to archival institutions promoting primary 
texts (from various media) and scholarship and events stemming from the usage of those 
texts.  It is important to note that, throughout these sections, I seek to update the research 
of Samouelian insofar that I can determine if the respondents in this study have different 
views of the significance of Web 2.0.  More specifically, each respondent will answer if 
they are able to better manage their time using social media than what Samoulian found 
in previous work.   
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 Answering the aforementioned questions requires in-depth qualitative interviews 
with current users of Facebook who manage Pages for archival institutions.  I determined 
that I would gather information relating to the above questions from at least twenty 
archivists from four kinds of archival institutions:  college and university archives and 
special collections; state, national, and presidential libraries, i.e. government repositories; 
local historical societies; and other repositories that do not fit into one of the three 
previous groups (i.e. corporate archives, subject-based repositories, film repositories, 
etc.).  I ultimately conducted telephone or Skype interviews with at least one 
representative from each participating institution that lasted approximately forty-five 
minutes each.  (Two institutions could not coordinate a time during which to conduct an 
interview and instead submitted written responses to questions prepared in advance.)  
Each interview was based on a set of questions written and submitted to the respondent 
and the time of recruitment, although I reserved the right to ask open-ended follow-up 
questions as warranted.  (The list of questions is included as an appendix to this study.)  
At the conclusion of the interview, I sent instructions to each respondent for exporting 
their Facebook Page's Insights to me for further analysis. 
 To bolster any conclusions drawn from the qualitative data gathered through 
interviews, I also attempted to collect quantitative analytics from each participating 
institution.  Specifically, within Facebook Insights, I collected Page-level data and post-
level data for each institution that included a month's worth of information, starting one 
month prior to the interview and ending on the day of the interview.  Page-level data 
includes information on the total number of likes for a Page (i.e. the number of users who 
follow a Page), the demographics of those individuals, information on from where 
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mentions of the Page are coming, and the degree to which the Page has a high virality 
figure.  While all of these statistics could potentially prove helpful for archivists looking 
to targets specific users, I focused on the overall trend of the number of likes of a Page as 
a key metric.  If a Page's like count grows, then one can easily argue that the Page 
administrators are acting appropriately to garner a higher overall reach due to the 
inherently higher number of people who will see the content created on that Page.  In 
contrast to Page-level data, post-level data delves into the reach, virality, and interactivity 
of each post generated by the Page administrators.  This information is where one can see 
the number of likes, comments, and shares of each post and thereby examine trends of 
what kinds of posts are having the most success.  Both the Page-level and post-level data 
contain a great deal of quantitative evidence that Page administrators can use to improve 
their current practices.   
Likewise, there is plenty of data for researchers to parse through to conduct 
assessment studies.  However, within this study, I confine myself to using the quantitative 
metrics to either substantiate or refute the claims made by the interview respondents.  
Thus, I will focus exclusively on the trend in likes for a Page and the likes, shares, and 
comments garnered by specific posts that the respondents singled out as particularly 
successful.  An entire study could exist on how to best use the Insights as guides for 
future Facebook behavior.  It is my hope, however, that focusing on the qualitative 
feedback will reveal trends that the analytics simply cannot demonstrate or that are 
fundamentally unquantifiable.     
In order to conduct a study based on interviews with staff members from archival 
institutions active on Facebook, I first had to determine which archival institutions were 
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on Facebook to create a population for sampling.  Initially, I used Facebook’s search 
engine to query for the terms “archives,” “special collections,” “historical society,” and 
“manuscript.”  While this method yielded approximately 100 results, I ultimately rejected 
it for two major reasons:  First, the amount of institutions and other Pages that include 
one or more of those words that have nothing to do with the archival profession is quite 
high.  Filtering through each Page result to determine if the Page was relevant to the 
study proved to be inefficient and occasionally inconclusive.  Secondly, I knew that this 
methodology was not including several institutions that I knew were on Facebook due to 
prior research.  For example, none of my searches found the Page for the Southern 
Historical Collection from UNC Chapel Hill, even though I knew that a Page existed for 
that institution. 
 Upon realizing that the ad-hoc searching methodology was ineffective for finding 
candidates for my study, I turned to a more systematic approach that cross-referenced 
every archival institution in the country against Facebook’s search engine to determine if 
that institution had a Page.  I used the comprehensive list of institutions published by the 
University of Idaho’s Special Collections (maintained by staff member Terry 
Abraham).
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  It is important to point out that, although Abraham’s list contains listings 
from across the globe, I limited my inquiries to institutions from the United States.  This 
decision was made both to ensure that no communication misunderstandings would occur 
during the interview process and also to narrow the scope of my study to a more 
manageable population size. 
 After searching for each listed institution with Facebook by name, I found 523 
archival institutions that had a Facebook Page.  This figure was much more plausible than 
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the previous figure of approximately 100.  However, I do not claim that this list is the 
definitive catalog of archival institutions’ Pages on Facebook.  In some cases, archival 
institutions have multiple Pages for centers and specific collections; this methodology 
would not catch those Pages unless Abraham explicitly listed the centers as separate 
institutions.  Furthermore, it is possible that Abraham’s list includes institutions that are 
not archival institutions per se but rather are institutions that hold several published 
primary sources.  A final issue again relates back to Facebook’s search engine.  If the 
name listed by Abraham and the name of the institution as given on its Facebook Page 
are not an exact match, it is possible that my search did not find that institution’s Page 
even if the two names were similar.  Still, despite these issues, I decided that the 
compiled list was as accurate as I could generate given the constraints of Facebook.  I 
went forward to recruitment using this list as the basis for that process. 
 Recruitment began by first randomly sampling institutions (through using a 
random number table) from the total population such that I selected ten institutions from 
each repository category given above.
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  In cases were categorization was difficult, i.e. a 
subject-based repository affiliated with but not administered by a university repository, I 
placed the institution into one of the relevant categories at random.  When contacting 
each sampled institution, e-mail addresses were used whenever available.  The preferred 
e-mail address in all cases was an address listed as a contact on the Facebook Page of the 
sampled institution.  However, when no such e-mail address was listed, I visited the 
website of the sampled institution to retrieve the generic e-mail address for contacting the 
institution.  If no generic e-mail address existed, I found the address of a staff member in 
Public Services, Reference, or Marketing to whom I would send the recruitment letter.  
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Finally, in cases where I could not find any e-mail address connected to the institution, I 
initiated contact through a Facebook direct message to the Page administrator(s).   
 From the first batch of forty requests to conduct an interview, I received ten 
affirmative responses.  After waiting three weeks, I sent out another batch of forty 
recruitment letters, from which eight institutions joined the study.  Finally, needing two 
more institutions to reach the goal of twenty, I sent out twenty more letters in a final 
recruitment effort.  From this final batch, I garnered five more participants for a total of 
twenty-three institutions included in this study.  Of those twenty-three, six came from the 
college and university archives category; six were national or state archival institutions; 
three were local historical societies; and the remaining eight came from the fourth 
miscellaneous category.  In addition, from the total batch of twenty-three respondents, 
seventeen institutions were able to successfully send their Facebook Insights to me.  Most 
of the institutions that were unable to export their analytical data encountered technical 
difficulties that could not be resolved remotely. 
 
The Procedures and Practices of Archival Institutions on Facebook 
 Having outlined the methodology of this study and its anchoring in interviews 
with archivists and other staff members at various archival repositories across the United 
States, it is now possible to move forward to an analysis of the collected data.  As per the 
outlined three questions at the beginning of the previous section, the analysis of the data 
will first focus on the "why bother" question, asking what archival institutions hope to 
gain from having a Facebook presence.  The subsequent sections will address individual 
anecdotes as evidence for the potential successes (and pitfalls) of using Facebook as an 
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outreach tool and suggested guidelines for how to best formulate posts to bring positive 
attention to one's institution, respectively. 
 Before moving to a more in-depth discussion of the goals of Facebook usage, it is 
important to briefly describe the policies and practices under which archival Page 
administrators are currently operating.  Unfortunately, no consensus emerged from the 
data gathered for how archivists behave on Facebook.  Some institutions maintain a strict 
schedule for when to post content while others fluctuate depending both on the 
availability of content, i.e. collections or items to highlight, event announcements, 
relevant links to share, and the time crunch of staff contributors.  At least four institutions 
report using Facebook’s feature for creating posts in advance, which also allows the 
content creator to decide when to publish the material.  No consensus emerged in terms 
of how often to post content or at what time of day to do so.  One institution found that 
postings on Monday and Tuesday performed significantly better than others, but no one 
else reported this phenomenon.  In terms of staffing, several institutions have staff 
members or interns whose primary responsibility is social media outreach.  In other 
cases, Facebook content falls under the aegis of staff members with full time jobs away 
from social media.   
Two questions on practices merit a more detailed discussion:  the extent of the 
social media presence of each institution beyond Facebook and the time management 
concern found by Samouelian.  Regarding the total social media presence of each 
institution, each respondent listed the platforms on which they are currently active, 
including any blogging and/or podcasting ventures.  Ten of the 23 participating 
institutions exclusively use Facebook for social networking.  Several institutions out of 
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that group of ten have parent organizations that use other social media platforms, but the 
respondents in this study could only speak to their experience with Facebook..  Thirteen 
of the 23 institutions have a Twitter account.  Within that group, some see Twitter as 
reaching an entirely different audience than Facebook.  For example, Respondent 18 at a 
state historical society said that Facebook reaches the institution’s core audience while 
Twitter reaches “history nerds and the media.”36  Others post the same content on 
Facebook and Twitter, either manually or through using an aggregating tool such as 
HootSuite.  The third most popular social networking platform is Flickr, with seven out 
of 23 participants having digital collections available through Flickr.  In fact, Respondent 
7 (representing a corporate repository) claimed that Flickr was more important for her 
institution than Facebook.
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  Five institutions discussed their blogging activity and, for 
each respondent with a blog, announcing new entries on Facebook is a common practice.  
Respondent 15 at a corporate archives stated that, “The blog is still the mother ship, but 
the other [platforms] are important for getting content out.”38  Three institutions maintain 
a Tumblr presence, although I did not obtain information from the respondents as to how 
their Tumblr pages differ from their Facebook Pages.  Eight institutions make audio 
and/or video content and share that content through a variety of platforms, including 
YouTube, the institution’s website, and podcast series.  Only one institution (18) stated 
that it has a Pinterest account, but they use that platform exclusively to highlight the 
museum exhibits within their institution.  Finally, two institutions have experimented 
with Google+, but the first had just started that account and could not therefore speak to 
its effectiveness and the second felt that it was a waste of time when compared with other 
social media platforms.  The reason that outlining this information is important is due to 
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the fact that one must remain cognizant of the total online presence of any of the 
institutions included in this study.  Thirteen out of the twenty-three included institutions 
are not using Facebook exclusively while nearly all of the institutions have detailed 
websites that relate basic information about the institution and its holdings.  Therefore, 
while the remainder of this analysis focuses exclusively on Facebook activity, such 
activity is not occurring in isolation from other digital outreach efforts.  Further research 
is needed as to how institutions can effectively use each social media platform, including 
blogging, in a holistic effort to best reach their users. 
The second procedural question that warrants special attention is a follow-up on 
Samouelian’s conclusion that the time consumed by social media usage for archivists was 
overly burdensome.  While gathering the data for this study, each respondent was asked if 
they agreed with the statement that social media was too time-consuming.  The working 
hypothesis of this line of inquiry was that Samouelian’s finding of time management 
being a major concern would hold true, especially given the increase in social media 
activity in the past three years.    Instead, most respondents have reached an uneasy 
détente for balancing social media into their daily routine.  While no one indicated that 
social media was not time consuming, no one described the sort of time suck properties 
of using social media that Samouelian found in 2007.  Respondent 14 (non-profit 
institution’s archives) encapsulated the consensus on the time management question by 
stating that, while finding daily content can take time away from other duties, the task is 
not overly prohibitive in its time consumption and the payoff in terms of outreach merits 
the effort.
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  In addition, Respondent 1 (local historical society) did lament the time that 
social media has taken from her work with actual materials: “I like making people aware 
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of what I’m passionate about, but what I’m passionate about are those files on my desk 
that I haven’t touched in weeks.”40  However, Respondent 1 also acknowledged the vast 
benefits to her institution that have resulted from using Facebook, including garnering 
new donors.  The institutions that report the least concern over time consumption are 
those where content generation is either distributed amongst several employees or in 
which one staff member or intern has social media as one of their core responsibilities.  
Conversely, institutions where the staff has been less willing to contribute content, or 
where the Facebook administrator has full-time duties outside of social media, have the 
most time management issues.  Overall, most responses indicate improvement over the 
dire time management situation described by Samouelian.  Each institution and 
respondent have implemented different techniques to achieve a balance between social 
media and other archival functions, but thankfully no one in this study reported that they 
are spending a lot of time on Facebook with nothing to show for it.    
Transitioning from the above general policies discussion, this analysis now turns 
to the various rationales that support archival forays into Facebook.  The first question to 
ask of archival institutions that create a Facebook Page is the “why bother” query 
postulated by Jacobson.  This question encompasses both the decision point when a Page 
was first created as well as the goals of maintaining that Page over time.  Of course, a 
selection bias exists for this study regarding this question as it does not include any 
institution who decided that creating a Facebook presence was not worthwhile.  However, 
from those institutions who did participate in the study (and who therefore inherently 
have a Facebook Page), three rationales emerged:  Conforming to expectations; raising 
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the profile of the institution through promoting upcoming events and reaching out to 
prospective donors; and highlighting collections and their potential research use. 
  
“Everybody’s Doing It”:  Conforming to Social Networking Expectations 
The first rationale, conformity to expectations, is encapsulated best by 
Respondent 17 from a university’s digital collections:  “Everyone is doing it, so should 
we.”41  In other words, having a Facebook presence is expected for public institutions and 
therefore the archival institution should have one as well.  There is an inherent logic in 
this rationale for building a Page, as Respondent 7 at a corporate archives describes:  
“People expect that everybody has a Facebook page.  If you don’t have a good web 
presence, people wonder why you wouldn’t.”42  The implicit concern in Respondent 7’s 
statement is that a user may think that an institution without a Facebook Page is not 
technologically savvy or is perhaps not interested in social media outreach.  Furthermore, 
both quotes signal a paradigm wherein individuals expect institutions and corporations to 
maintain a Facebook Page.  This perspective indicates that Facebook’s hybrid identity as 
both a place for personal connections and for business and non-profit communication 
with customers and clients is now considered the status quo, at least in the minds of 
Respondents 17 and 7. 
 A specialized version of this rationale is the statement that the archival institution 
created their Facebook Page at the behest of administrators who often served the parent 
institutions of those sampled in the study.  Several National Archives branch institutions 
interviewed for this study claimed that they began their efforts in response to a suggestion 
from Archivist of the United States David Ferriero and the National Archives and 
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Records Administration’s Social Media Team.43  Respondent 1, from a local historical 
society, stated that the director of the institution directed her to create her Page, although 
the specifics of the activity on the Page were left to Respondent 1.  While these 
institutions would go on to create other goals for their Facebook Page, pressure from the 
top cannot be discounted as a major influence.  However, I classify this rationale for Page 
creation along with the conformity to expectations grouping due to the fact that the staff 
of the institution did not have a plan from the outset for what Facebook activity would 
entail.  The lack of a clear rationale aside from “you should build a Page” is what makes 
an upper-level directive similar to the conformity rationale.  That said, those institutions 
that faced upper-level pressure within the study ultimately found productive uses for their 
Facebook Page that fit into the criteria discussed below.   
However, those institutions that went into the venture with no clear idea other 
than conforming to expectations did not succeed across the board.  The clearest example 
of an ambiguous beginning leading to ineffective Facebook activity comes from 
Institution 8, a local historical society.  Respondent 8 stated, “I’m not too impressed with 
Facebook but everybody’s doing it.”44  Respondent 8 also experienced some difficulty 
with the mechanics of Facebook as a novice user.  She described her initial Facebook 
experiences thusly:  “I found out that the people who wanted to connect with Facebook 
were either current friends, high school friends, or people that want to connect with the 
whole world.”45  She was frustrated that her outreach efforts only reached personal 
contacts or those who connected with as many institutions as possible.  Sadly, her 
frustration translated to a Facebook Page that one might consider abandoned.  In the 
nearly two years since the Page’s creation, Institution 8 has only had one post, which was 
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a combination of collection-based outreach and seeking donations.  Respondent 8 now 
uses her personal Timeline as the means for sharing news about Institution 8 with her 
friends, but those users who seek that information on its Page will find nothing of the 
kind.  As of the interview in Fall 2012, Respondent 8 is considering deleting the Page of 
Institution 8. She stated, “I don’t think it’s doing anything for us.”46  It is true that a 
plethora of factors may have played a role in why Institution 8’s Facebook venture has 
not succeeded.  Still, the lack of a clear rationale for creating the Page  was certainly one 
of the most debilitating factors for the entire venture.  Thankfully, the dire situation of 
Institution 8 is not reflective of the majority of those institutions sampled in this study.   
 
Making Archives Relevant:  Using Facebook to Raise an Institution’s Profile  
For some of the institutions sampled in this study, the primary goal of creating a 
Facebook Page was to raise the public profile of the institution, both locally and on a 
wider scale. Four variants emerge of the “raising the profile” goal:  Reaching and 
increasing the audience of the institution and thereby hopefully garnering more interest in 
the institution itself; explaining and justifying the institution’s activity to the public at 
large; event-focused marketing (as anticipated by the findings of Gary Wan); and 
reaching new donors where applicable.   
 Several institutions reported the general goal of reaching their current audience or 
gaining a new audience through maintaining a Facebook presence.  For example, 
Respondent 18, representing a state historical society, stated that Facebook was an 
effective platform for “reach[ing] and increas[ing] [Institution 18’s] core audience.”47  
Respondent 19, from a university archives and special collections repository, rephrased 
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this goal as stating that Facebook enables “community engagement.”48  Respondent 10A, 
from a subject-based repository, stated that "[Facebook] was a way of advertising and a 
way to connect to the community."
49
 Respondent 16 (NARA Branch) references the 
potential for Facebook to reach new users by stating, “[Facebook] reaches people who 
couldn’t normally visit and those who wouldn’t otherwise think to visit.”50  However, one 
can contend that reaching an institution’s audience does not require Facebook.  Other 
social media platforms could theoretically achieve a similar goal.  Beyond social media, 
an institution could regularly send email newsletters to their audience as well as 
consistently update the institution’s website with current information.  The institutions 
included in this study do, in fact, conduct some of these activities independently of their 
Facebook usage.  Therefore, the obvious question to pose is why archivists would choose 
Facebook for the goal of reaching and increasing the core audience of their respective 
repositories.   
 Two answers for that question are found in the gathered qualitative data.  First, 
several institutions chose to venture onto Facebook as part of a larger strategy to garner 
interest from younger members of the public.  Both Institution 12 (a local historical 
society) and Institution 15 (a corporate archives) reported that Facebook helped to raise 
their institution’s profile with younger users.51  Respondent 11, at a NARA branch, stated 
this goal explicitly by connecting reaching younger users with remaining relevant: 
If you want to be relevant, you want to be up to date, you want to reach out to the 
younger element out there, you need to use what they're using.  If Facebook is 
now going to be the way that people communicate and get information out about 
who they are and what they do, then we need to be using it.  If not, you're going to 
be seen as a dinosaur, not up to date, not in the hip crowd.  That said, I'm not a big 
fan of technology wagging the dog.
52
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Another case where a younger audience was targeted was Institution 3, which is a 
repository of the records of the Diaspora of a particular ethnicity which has many 
members throughout the United States.  Respondent 3 stated:   
Through Facebook we hope to connect with younger [members of the ethnicity 
whose records constitute the institution] and researchers [from that ethnicity] who 
will [then] contact us through our website.
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The underlining theory of this rationale is that Facebook and other social media platforms 
skew young, especially when compared to the average researcher in an archival 
repository.  Using Facebook is therefore a way to connect to an age demographic that the 
institution may not otherwise reach through other outreach methodologies.   
In fact, in at least one case, this strategy is paying off just as intended.  Institution 
15 is succeeding in reaching younger users.  As of September 19, 2012, the age group 
that comprised the higher percentage of those “fans” who like their Facebook Page is 
individuals aged 25 to 34, totaling 889 users in this demographic.  However, the total 
number of users for ages 18 to 24 is 640, a drop off from both the 25 to 34 demographic 
as well as the 35 to 44 demographic (813 users).
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  Respondent 15 felt that the reason the 
youngest demographic is not being reached as effectively is that Facebook is “graying” as 
its users age while younger persons prefer to use other social media platforms such as 
Tumblr or Pinterest more frequently .  Further research is needed to determine if 
Facebook’s viability as an outreach tool for younger persons is decreasing, especially as 
that viability relates to libraries and archival institutions.  
Aside from demographic concerns, the second reason given for using Facebook 
for reaching new audiences is the necessity of reaching potential users where they already 
are.  The perception is that potential new users are on Facebook and it is therefore logical 
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to set up a Facebook presence to reach these users.  As Respondent 5A at a NARA 
Branch institution with an attached museum put it, “We have to bring the museum, the 
engagement, and the content to [the public] in a different platform.”55  Respondent 20, 
representing another branch institution of NARA, stated:  
We’re not getting the crowds that we used to, so now we need to go to 
them…We’re trying to make a determination as to dwindling resources and where 
we put those, and undoubtedly social media is one of the resources where we need 
to be focusing.
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The importance of the above quotes is that both respondents want to establish continuity 
in outreach from what existed before social media and what is posted on Facebook.  In 
other words, Facebook does not necessitate new outreach tactics.  Rather, it enables pre-
existing outreach activities to continue because it represents the most convenient location 
for reaching the core audience.  If one believes that Facebook and other social media 
platforms represent the best outlet for continuing outreach at large, then allocating 
resources to social media even given a tight budget makes sense. 
 The second variant of “raising the profile” is using Facebook to explain and even 
justify the activities of an archival institution.  Respondent 1 works at a local historical 
society that is not well known beyond its regular researchers.  She found that people were 
learning about the the very idea of archives and historical holdings for the first time 
through her institution’s Facebook Page.  .  She stated:  
Facebook has made the profession relevant and it has made the historical society 
relevant.  My friends say that [my posts] are really cool…[My friends] always 
thought history was really cool, but they didn’t really know it.57 
 
The reason that the archival profession was made relevant by Facebook in the opinion of 
Respondent 1 was because she could update her personal friends as well as members of 
the local community on the day-to-day activities of the historical society.  Collection-
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based outreach, i.e. sharing digitized materials, helped in this endeavor.  However, the 
goal of explaining what the archives are can encompass event announcements, exhibit 
openings, interesting historical information that relates to collection holdings, and even 
staff news such as conference presentations. 
 Different kinds of archival institutions can take advantage of using Facebook as 
an explanatory tool in ways specific to their holdings and outreach concerns.  For 
institutions that have a relatively low profile or exist in areas where archives are not 
common, utilizing Facebook as a tool to explain what archives are and what they hold is 
a great idea.  Members of the local community who may have the misconception that 
research is restricted to academics may become pleasantly surprised when they learn that 
their local records are available to them.  Government repositories can introduce their 
functions to taxpayers who may not understand the significance of archives.  Respondent 
16 put this rationale into stark relief by stating, “Facebook doesn’t replace [traditional] 
outreach, but it does expose [users] to new content and shows them that their tax dollars 
are going to a good program.”58  When members of the public question what Institution 
16 does for them, Respondent 16 can point to their Facebook Page as a representative 
sample of the plethora of activities that put tax dollars to work.  Facebook is also a good 
venue to clarify what exactly one might find at an archival institution and (just as 
valuably) what an institution does not collect.  As Respondent 11 from a NARA branch 
stated:  “People often have no idea what the National Archives have, especially [at] a 
regional [branch]."
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  For colleges and universities striving to increase their exposure on 
campus with students who may pass by their entrance without knowing anything about 
archival holdings, Facebook can act as a tool for introducing the institution and its 
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holdings to students and staff in the hope that they will decide to conduct research.  In 
fact, Institution 21, a university archives and special collections repository, stated its goal 
is “to make it a little clearer what we have” especially for university students who need to 
use the institution’s collections for their senior theses.60  How to introduce materials and 
create interest in them falls under the collection-based outreach strategy discussed below.  
However, using Facebook and other social media to tell potential users what kinds of 
materials an institution collects, or even to simply inform the community that archives do 
in fact hold one-of-a-kind items, will most certainly raise the profile of the institution.  
 The third variant of the “raising the profile” rationale for Facebook usage is to 
promote events.  Sixteen of the twenty-three participating institutions in this study report 
using Facebook to promote upcoming events, although it is more central to the social 
media strategy of some of those institutions than others.  Respondent 2 (subject-based 
archives) stated that event promotion is the top goal of their Facebook activity:  "Our 
main goal on Facebook is to get exposure for our events so that people get to know us 
and recognize us.  Our second goal is to educate people about the history that we have 
here."
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  Respondent 4 from another subject-based repository echoed this sentiment:  
“[The goals of our Page are] to serve as a vehicle for announcing events at our library and 
archives, as well as all other Center events including performances, discussion groups, 
and gallery showings.”62  These two quotes are representative of the mindset that 
announcing events on Facebook will bring in first-time visitors that will inherently 
expand the core audience of the institution.  Furthermore, technologically-savvy users 
can link events to their calendars and thereby use the institution’s event updates as 
reminders to attend.   
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Amazingly, all of the institutions who use Facebook to promote events have 
found success to varying degrees.  Although no quantitative data exists to corroborate the 
reports of the respondents, each one who mentioned event promotion said that attendance 
has increased due at least somewhat to social media activity.  Multiple respondents 
reported stories of attendants of events mentioning Facebook by name as the place where 
that individual either learned of the event or was reminded of the event’s date, time, and 
location.  In an intriguing twist, Respondent 23 at a university archives and special 
collections repository reported that one user sent him a Facebook wall post asking that an 
upcoming event receive more attention as that would increase attendance.
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One point that merits further discussion relating to event-based outreach is the 
perhaps ironic fact that one of Facebook’s best applications relates to activities that leave 
the digital realm.  Most of the respondents did not lump digital exhibits or events into 
their discussion of Facebook as a promotional tool, meaning that posting events on 
Facebook can only garner more attendees if members of the local community are 
engaged in the topic.  While it is not surprising that institutions are reaching out 
specifically to individuals who live near their institution and can attend events on a 
regular basis, that strategy does limit the interest on event-based posts for institutions 
whose Facebook audience is not geographically concentrated.  If a Page has 2,000 
persons who like it and only 200 live within driving distance of the institution (which can 
occur especially often for subject-based repositories), posting about in-person events 
restricts one’s interested audience to a tenth of the total friends of the Page.  A strategy to 
remedy this situation is to try to post as much content as possible from events to the 
institution’s website or another Internet source (i.e. YouTube, iTunesU, etc.).  Audio 
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and/or video of the event are especially useful, although photographs can also provide 
remote users with a glimpse of what the institution does at major events.   
 The final variant of the raising the profile rationale for Facebook usage is to 
gather new donors for archival repositories.  Local historical societies have been 
especially active in using Facebook for this purpose.  For Institution 1 (a local historical 
society), out of one-hundred new “likes” for their Facebook Page in the calendar year 
prior to the beginning of this study, sixty of those individuals became contributing 
donors.
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  Respondent 12, also from a local historical society, stated:  
Sharing images helps to get the collection out there, but it also has the unintended 
consequence of connecting the Diaspora of those who used to live here back to us 
and create a potential pool of donors.
65
 
 
Respondent 12’s quote explains how Facebook is an effective tool for donation 
solicitation.  By posting new content (i.e. Institution 12’s photographs) as well as 
promoting the institution’s activities and events, potential donors can see on a daily or 
nearly daily basis that their money will go to worthy causes.  Furthermore, existing 
donors can visibly see the progress on efforts to which they have contributed.  While 
Institutions 1 and 12 have reported success in gaining new donors, further research is 
needed on how effective social media is as a tool for engendering donations.  Specialists 
in development should look at how their institution’s social media presence could draw in 
(or repel) donors.   
 Sharing History With the World:  Collection-Based Outreach 
The third major category of Facebook rationales falls under “collection-based 
outreach,” or any variant of sharing the holdings of the institution with new and existing 
users in the hopes that such activity will lead to more in-depth research.  Collection-based 
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outreach can certainly have the effect of raising the institution’s profile, especially insofar 
as it can explain what the institution does.  However, this section deals specifically with 
posts on Facebook that contain information about specific collections or items.  Usually 
these posts include digitized content, either culled from previously digitized collections 
or scanned specifically to be shared on Facebook.  Collection-oriented outreach can also 
include discussion of content held in physical collections or of finding aids.  For example, 
Respondent 14 reported posting finding aids of newly processed collections as a way to 
announce to researchers that the collection is now ready for use in the reading room.
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 Most respondents who reported conducting collection-based outreach did so in 
order to encourage users to dive into bona fide research projects.  For example, 
Respondent 17 (a university’s digital collections) presents a mission for his institution’s 
Facebook presence that encompasses both raising their profile and collection-based 
outreach.  They are trying to reach three specific audiences:  First, they want their 
collections to reach students at the university who want to see what the digital collections 
hold and what sorts of primary materials they can use for class projects.  Secondly, they 
hope to reach the rest of the on-campus community as well as visiting researchers who 
could use materials for more in-depth projects.  Finally, they hope to reach their local 
community in order to promote upcoming events.
67
  While the third plank of that mission 
statement falls under the raising the profile rationale discussed above, the first two are 
both variants of collection-based outreach.  In other words, if you post content, you will 
gain researchers; think of Facebook like an archival “field of dreams.”  Other respondents 
presented goals similar to that of Institution 17.  Respondent 9 from a university archives 
and special collections repository stated, “Our goal is to get more people who view our 
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Facebook to come in [for research].”68  To that end, Respondent 9 stated that she tried to 
highlight various items within the institution’s holdings in an effort to garner new interest 
from those who like their Facebook Page.  Perhaps the best statement of how Facebook 
and other social media can create research interest comes from Respondent 20 at a 
NARA branch, who stated, “[Posting content is] not [about] giving everybody everything 
they want; it’s trying to whet their appetite.”69  To further the culinary symbolism, 
Respondent 2 (subject-based archives) said, “We use digital images as a menu for what 
we have.”70  The metaphor of whetting the researcher’s appetite with a menu of content is 
apt, as posting records on Facebook is certainly not a substitution for full-scale digital 
collections or in-depth reference transactions.  Rather, if a Facebook post about a 
particular record can make a user visit the institution’s website to look at more content or 
contact the institution with a resultant reference query, the post has done its job. 
 While the majority of respondents who advocated collection-based outreach did 
so on the grounds that it would increase the research use of their holdings, others used the 
more altruistic justification that getting new content out to an unlimited user base is a 
valid end in and of itself.  Respondent 1 (local historical society) phrased this goal thusly: 
The very idea of an archives is that we preserve and protect.  Archives are a very 
dark, closed off [space].   Through Facebook, we’re able to take out what’s been 
boxed up and put it on a bulletin board.
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Recall that Respondent 1 also stated that her institution’s Facebook activity is making the 
institution “relevant.”  It is entirely plausible that consistent collection-based outreach is 
and ought to be a major component of the mission to increase awareness of archival 
holdings, especially at smaller and lesser-known institutions.  However, even the best 
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known institutions have a vested interest in sharing content with the world via Facebook.  
Respondent 5A at a NARA branch expressed this sentiment: 
We have over 50,000 objects and over 50 million pieces of paper documents and 
nobody gets to see that.  [Facebook] is the way to show people…the cool stuff 
[that] we have and that the archives is so much more than [what the public sees in 
exhibits].
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It is admirable for archivists to use Facebook as a means toward sharing historically 
important content, but one may ask if the investment in social media in terms of time and 
effort is worth the cost if the only return is the satisfaction of educating the masses.  Yet 
this argument misses the larger picture of those institutions that are enthusiastic about 
their content.  If a Facebook Page administrator posts content with the goal in mind of 
sharing interesting material, research interest will likely develop organically. 
 
Measuring Success:  Comparing Insights to the “The Users’ Tales” 
 The above discussion about the “success” of a post or a Page leads to an 
interesting discussion with no easy answer:  How should an archivist evaluate the success 
or lack thereof for their Facebook efforts?  First instincts might lead one to look at the 
Insights that Facebook produces where a Page administrator can learn what posts have a 
high reach and virality value.  That information is certainly valuable, but looking at the 
success of any one post might not be indicative of a Page’s overall performance.  
Furthermore, a cursory analysis shows that the reach and virality statistics are not always 
sensible.  For example, one post from Institution 7 (corporate archives) had a reach of 
seven users.  Based on Facebook’s own definition of the reach statistic, this value means 
that only seven users saw the posted content through any means.  Yet the post in question 
had ten likes!
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  Considering that a given user can only like an item once, the statistics do 
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not make sense.    If an administrator does not want to rely on post-specific data, one 
could then look at the number of likes a Page has garnered.  It is intuitive to say that a 
Page with more likes is successful, but just how many likes does an archivist want for 
their Page?  While a small historical society might relish the opportunity to garner 200 
likes for their Page, a large university’s special collections Page would probably feel 
disappointment if it only had 200 likes.  If success is therefore relative to what a specific 
institution wants from its Facebook Page, then evaluating that success must also be 
relative.  Every Page administrator should devise their own standards for evaluating the 
success of their Page regardless of what other Pages do.   
 Given the caveat about the relativity of evaluations, the one metric that nearly all 
of the institutions included in this study use to evaluate their Page is examining the trend 
in the total number of likes that their Page has at any given moment.  One reason why 
this figure is easy to check regularly is that Facebook displays a graph of this trend on the 
first screen administrators see when they click on their Insights.  It is also easy to 
interpret; a graph with a positive slope demonstrates that more users are coming to the 
Page, while a negative slope indicates that users are actively leaving the Page by “un-
liking” it.  The information on trends in liking a Page is certainly valuable, but a crucial 
factor that is not included in this analysis is what percentage of those users who actually 
see and interact with the content on a regular basis.  That statistic is given by comparing 
the total number of users who like a Page against the reach and likes, comments, and 
shares of any given post.  As the above example for Institution 7 demonstrates, this 
comparison is not always straightforward.  A potential solution for tracking the success of 
likes equaling logins would be merging Facebook’s Insights with Google Analytics that 
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can track the originating location of visitors to an institution’s website.  Further research 
is needed to determine how many institutions already merge Google Analytics with 
Facebook Insights and what results those institutions are finding.   
In an ironic twist, even though Facebook provides Page administrators with a 
wealth of quantitative information as a way to evaluate success, Page administrators can 
possess a far more valuable qualitative sense of how their Page is performing with its 
target audiences.  A Page administrator can see if a given post gains likes, comments, and 
shares without venturing into the Insights.  He or she can also get a sense of what the 
institution’s audience is actually saying through comments; that kind of qualitative 
feedback is invaluable when considering what content to produce next.  This argument 
should not imply that the quantitative Insights have no role.  Certainly, if a Page 
administrator has a specific demographic goal (i.e. reaching a younger demographic), the 
Insights can tell that tale effectively.  Indeed, if the reach and virality numbers are 
accurate, they too can act as an effective gauge of how many users see a Page’s content.  
However, no archivist should rely solely on the quantitative metrics produced by 
Facebook to determine if their Page is successful.  Instead, they should gather as much 
qualitative information as possible to contextualize the analytical information.  Indeed, 
the most useful question to ask is entirely qualitative:  Does a Page administrator feel that 
their efforts are reaping benefits for the institution as a whole?  While this “metric” is 
completely impossible to quantify, the archivists in this study have been quite willing to 
point out their successes and failures without needing to cite analytical information.   
Gathering individual anecdotes that demonstrate how Facebook is enabling 
archival institutions to reach users is one of the most valuable ways to measure 
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qualitative success.  Harry Glazer anticipated this “metric” when he stated that qualitative 
anecdotes fit into a holistic evaluation that includes looking at total number of Page likes, 
impressions (reach and virality) of any given post, and the frequency of user interaction 
through likes, shares, and comments.
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  The reason that individualized anecdotes can 
have so much value is that they can speak to the often unintended and unimagined ways 
in which social media can help or hinder outreach efforts.  In addition, these anecdotes 
allow other users to latch on the real examples of the kinds of impactful interactions that 
they can have with users through their own Facebook Pages.  The difficulty with 
acquiring these stories is that users must volunteer them.  If a user is interested in a 
particular item posted on Facebook or enjoyed attending an event promoted through 
Facebook but does not inform the Page administrators of this fact, the content-generating 
archivists will never learn about that user’s experience.  Of course, it is possible to ask 
users about their social media interaction with the institution when they register to 
conduct research or as part of a survey through the institution’s website.  However, even 
in these cases, there is no way to force users to relate their anecdotes.  As a result of the 
relative difficulty of gathering these stories, many respondents in this study could not 
provide any examples of anecdotes of success or failure.   
For those archivists who were able to gather these anecdotes and relate them to 
me, they represent a source of pride (or of caution, in one case) that their social media 
efforts are actually having the meaningful impact with users that they strive to achieve.  
While the following discussion does not include every anecdote gathered in this study, 
several are especially significant as they demonstrate the potential for social media to 
actually impact scholarship and enrich users’ lives in unexpected ways.  Taking a cue 
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from Chaucer, these anecdotes will represent the “users’ tales” as proxies for evaluating 
Facebook success.           
 The Immigrant’s Tale (Institution 20 – NARA Branch):  Institution 20 posted a 
scan of a naturalization record of an Armenian immigrant to their Page as a representative 
sample of their records of immigration and the role of immigration in American history.  
Serendipitously, the niece of the person whose naturalization record was posted followed 
the Page; she was interested in the history of the region in which the branch is located.  
She contacted Institution 20 and was overjoyed to see that her family’s history was 
available in the archives.  In fact, her aunt was still alive at eighty years young and 
wanted to visit the archives herself.  This event eventually became a miniature exhibit 
designed for all thirty members of the family living in the region.  They saw the history 
of Armenian immigration to the United States through the lens of the aunt whose record 
was first posted to the Page.  The feedback from the event was so positive that Institution 
20 is now posting information about the immigration history of individuals from other 
ethnicities.
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  The significance of this story is that an archivist never knows who they will 
reach through any given post and that sometimes a record can resonate with just the right 
audience to create an experience that a family will cherish.  Institution 20 was able to 
enrich the lives of the members of this family and hopefully will reach others who want 
their family’s history of immigration told. 
 The Archaeologist’s Tale (Institution 17 – University Digital Collections):  
Institution 17 maintains a detailed blog that highlights items from their digital collections.  
All of these blog updates are also linked to their Facebook Page, although users have to 
link out to read the full text description of the item in question.  One blog post that 
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resonated quite well with a user concerned a Civil War battlefield that had been the 
subject of an academic controversy.  The location of the earthworks during the battle had 
been a subject of debate amongst the Civil War scholarship community and one 
archeologist and historian had been working with a physical copy of the map in question 
as a frame of reference to determine the location of the earthworks.  When she learned 
about the map’s digitization (through the blog or through Facebook, Respondent 17 was 
not entirely sure), she contacted Institution 17 and asked if she could obtain a high-
resolution copy for her own research.  The scholar was ultimately able to cross-reference 
the digitized map against other online sources, including Google Earth, and she was able 
to make a near definitive claim as to the earthworks’ location for the battle in question.76  
This anecdote is particularly significant as it demonstrates that social media (both 
Facebook and blogging) can directly aid high-level scholarship.  In this case, the 
archaeologist needed the digitized map but had no idea where to obtain it.  Institution 17 
had a digitized copy and was looking for someone to use it for scholarly purposes.  A 
better match could not exist between social media efforts and academic needs. 
 The Senior Citizen’s Tale (Institution 17):  Another anecdote from Institution 17 
that is less academically rigorous but still significant is the Senior Citizen’s Tale.  As 
Respondent 17 tells the story, a senior citizen found the Facebook Page and the blog for 
his institution and immediately became engaged in the historical content.  She eventually 
contacted Respondent 17 and told him that she now visits the website of Institution 17 
daily to look for new and interesting historical content.  In the senior citizen’s words, she 
is “addicted.”77  The significance of this anecdote is two-fold:  First, it demonstrates that, 
although Facebook may skew young for some institutions, social media can reach people 
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of all ages if they are active on the platform.  Secondly, this is a case that speaks to 
Glazer question if likes equal logins.  Though the senior citizen found Institution 17 
through its social media presence, she now visits their website on a daily basis.  This 
transition to the website is significant as that is the real source for all of the collections 
that an institution has to offer (both digitally and physically through its finding aids).  If 
social media can actually bring people to institutional websites, that is certainly a 
measure of success. 
 The Veteran’s Tale (Institution 5 – NARA Branch):  This particular NARA 
Branch is a presidential library, which is significant for this anecdote.  Institution 5 
posted a story to its Facebook Page about a Bronze Star than ended up in the possession 
of the president whose holdings formed the library.  Although the staff did not have full 
records as to the provenance that brought the medal to the president’s possession, they 
did know who the original recipient was.  Respondents 5A and 5B decided that they 
would see if the original recipient was on Facebook in order to inform him about the 
current home of his medal.  Incredibly, they found the right man.  When the staff 
contacted the original owner, he was “over the moon” that his medal was still in safe 
hands.  He told all of his friends about the kind gesture of the staff reaching out to him 
and now follows the Page himself.
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  This anecdote demonstrates the reverse of the 
Immigrant’s Tale insofar as the archivists reached out to a particular user.  While no 
research transaction resulted from this experience, the positive publicity that the 
institution gained from reuniting a soldier with his Bronze Star is immeasurable.  This 
story also demonstrates another possible use for archives on Facebook:  contacting 
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individuals who may have a vested interest in certain collections when no other means of 
contact are available. 
 The Corporate Communicator’s Tale (Institution 7 – Corporate Archives):  As 
stated above, one of the anecdotes is cautionary.  Respondent 7 built her Facebook Page 
for her corporate archives with the intention of reaching all of the branches of her 
corporation located throughout Western states.  In effect, she wanted to use Facebook as 
a kind of internal communication device that would simultaneously teach people in the 
corporation about the institution’s history while reminding them to prepare their records 
for ingest into the archives.  However, she found that, despite repeated attempts, many 
individuals at offices throughout the corporation were not liking the Page.  She contacted 
several individuals to ask why they were not following the Page and found out that, in a 
most unfortunate twist, no one had access to Facebook at work due to corporate firewalls.  
Respondent 7 was not entirely surprised as she had to get special clearance to build her 
Page and have access to it at the archives’ location, but she did not realize that this policy 
was company-wide.  Although some offices have now relaxed their restrictions to allow 
for Facebook-based communication with the archives, Respondent 7 admits that her 
efforts thus far have not been effective.
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  This story demonstrates two axioms of 
Facebook usage:  First, it is perhaps advisable to build a Page designed solely for 
outreach and not “in-reach” unless everyone within an institution is in agreement that 
using Facebook for communication is a good idea.  Secondly, a lack of success of 
Facebook can result from factors, such as firewalls, that a Page administrator may never 
consider when writing their content.  There are numerous reasons why any given user 
who would want to see an archival institution’s content may not be able to do so and it is 
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ultimately futile to try to determine every single contingency.  However, when a Page 
administrator learns about a problem as major as a lack of access for all of the intended 
audience, he or she should take steps to try to rectify the situation, as Respondent 7 has 
done by asking individuals to follow their Page from personal accounts accessed outside 
of work.  
 
Four Steps for (Usually) Achieving Facebook “Success” 
 Given that archivists are using Facebook for different goals yet nearly all are 
conducting some sort of collection-based outreach, and given that the above anecdotes 
demonstrate that impactful interactions can occur as facilitated by Facebook posts, it is 
natural to conclude this analysis with a discussion of what archivists can do to better their 
Facebook presence and achieve whatever metric of success that they are seeking.  Harry 
Glazer provided similar guidelines for academic libraries when he stated that content 
creators should:  1) create a link between the Facebook Page and the library’s website; 2) 
be interesting to users; 3) be interested in what users post to your Page; 4) run contests 
and quizzes; and 5) post content that goes beyond the confines of your library.
80
  His 
guidelines are all good starting points and archivists would do well to follow them 
generally.   What follows are guidelines that apply specifically to archival content and 
how best to promote that content given Facebook’s inherent quirks.   
 Guideline 1:  Think Visually:  Recall that Respondent 2 (Subject-Based Archives) 
stated that her institution uses “digital images as a menu for what [they] have.”81  It is no 
accident that she used the phrase “digital images” rather than simply saying “posted 
content.”  Most respondents in this study report that posting visually-arresting items, 
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especially photographs, maps, drawings, and artwork, generates significantly more 
interest than any other kind of posts.  This observation makes sense given that users are 
scanning their Facebook news feed at a quick clip and a photograph may stop a user’s 
scanning just long enough to get that individual to read accompanying metadata.  As 
Respondent 15 (Corporate Archives) stated:  “Facebook is made for pictures.  If you 
don’t see a picture, you don’t click.”82  While there are exceptions where users may click 
an item without an image (see the third guideline), Respondent 15’s observation is 
generally correct.   
A corollary of this guideline is a continuum of interest from a user relating to the 
kind of image attached to a post:  A photograph or drawing will likely perform better, i.e. 
get more likes, shares, and comments, than a scanned document, which in turn will get 
more interest than a status update with no attached image whatsoever.  Respondent 13 at 
a NARA Branch stated this rule succinctly:  “The things with actual photographs, people 
will like those more and view those more than things with scanned documents.”83  One 
example for Institution 13’s Insights corroborates this perception.  Institution 13 posted a 
photograph of the World Trade Center on September 11
th
, 2012.  Their next post was a 
digitized copy of the U.S. Constitution.  While one can argue that both posts are 
inherently interesting, the photograph of the Twin Towers garnered double the number of 
likes than the Constitution (18 against 9).
84
  If this example is indicative of what is 
happening elsewhere (and based on the qualitative data gathered, it is), then archivists 
should certainly strive to share as much photographic content as possible.  Even when a 
post does not have a photograph inherently linked to it, i.e. an event announcement, it is 
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good practice to find an image to accompany that content such as a photograph of a guest 
speaker or a historical image that fits the post’s content. 
Guideline 2:  Think Collaboratively:  The second guideline is not so much about 
what one posts but where it is posted..  Taking advantage of the sharing function built 
into Facebook is a great way to expand the audience of any given post to users who 
otherwise would have no knowledge of a given archival institution.  In effect, it is to the 
benefit of archivists to work collaboratively with institutions that have larger “fan bases” 
and ask them to share the originating institution’s content.  When that occurs, the users 
who like the larger institution will see the original institution’s content and will have the 
chance to link directly to their Page.  In most cases, the original institution’s Page will 
garner several likes from users who sometimes did not even know about the archives 
until they saw the content shared somewhere else. 
Archival repositories should work with institutions that are “one step up” from 
them, administratively speaking.  If one administers a Page for a center that is a part of a 
college’s special collections department, ask the department as a whole to share your 
content.  Conversely, if one administers the Page for a special collections department, 
target the Page for the academic library as a whole or even the college’s Page(s).  
Horizontal collaboration is also a good idea, meaning that archival repositories should 
form collaborative relationship with other repositories that share similar subject interests 
or collecting foci.  Respondent 2 stated that she is already practicing this collaboration by 
sharing content from archival repositories in Europe and Africa that have similar subject-
based collections.
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  Another collaborative posting relationship that could greatly expand 
the audience for an archival repository is working with corporations that have many more 
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likes than most archival repositories could ever garner on their own.  If an institution has 
records that pertain to the history of a particular industry, i.e. early marketing for soda, 
sharing that institution’s content with Coca-Cola or PepsiCo might garner more attention 
for the archives.   
The best example of collaboration is within the National Archives and Records 
Administration.  While each branch of NARA operates its Page independently of the 
central agency in Washington, the members of the agency’s Social Media Team regularly 
assist Page administrators in setting up their Pages, troubleshooting when necessary, and 
sharing content from branches on the main Page of the agency.  Respondent 16 reports 
that, when the main agency Page shares her institution’s content, their reach skyrockets:  
“Whenever [the main NARA page] highlight[s] one of our records, we see an incredible 
increase in friends.”86  The collaboration is not only from the top down; branches of 
NARA share each other’s content with great effect.  In fact, the collaboration on social 
media has become part of NARA’s organizational culture.  Archivist of the United States 
David Ferriero has made social media into a major component of NARA’s outreach and 
access strategy.  Respondent 16 even related an anecdote of how, when Ferriero visited 
Institution 16 and was informed that he did not like their Facebook Page, he pulled his 
smart phone out and liked their Page immediately.
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  NARA’s Social Media Team stated 
that NARA views social media as providing access in an entirely new way and that social 
media is certainly one of the agency’s major priorities.88 Amazingly, NARA as a whole 
has 95,000 likes amongst all of its constituent Pages.  While the name recognition of 
NARA helps that figure, the collaborative spirit throughout the agency only makes the 
number continue to grow. 
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Guideline 3:  Think Intrinsically:  This guideline asserts that appraisal is actually 
an important aspect for selecting what to post to an archival institution’s Facebook Page.  
When conducting collection-based outreach, archivists should not focus on content that is 
informationally dense or indicative of evidentiary value.  Rather, archivists should strive 
to post content that has intrinsic value.  Recall that the picture of the Constitution posted 
by Institution 13 did not garner as many likes as the picture of the World Trade Center, 
but it still garnered nine likes.  For a scanned document, that is actually a good number.  
Of course, the Constitution is the epitome of a document with intrinsic value, but an 
institution need not hold an item with equivalent intrinsic value to meet this guideline.  
Intrinsic value for Facebook content is not quite the same as intrinsic value when 
conducting appraisal decisions for content accessioning.  While looking at “the thing 
itself” is still important, other factors play a role in increasing the intrinsic value of an 
item.  If an institution’s particular audience is extremely interested in a subject, an item 
with content relating to that subject has a higher intrinsic value (see the next guideline for 
a more detailed discussion of this phenomenon).  For example, a picture of a notable 
basketball game in a university’s past may have intrinsic value for alumni of that 
university while it may have little value for persons who like a NARA Page.  Another 
major factor in determining intrinsic value is recency.  If a particular subject is in the 
news, its intrinsic value for social media increases so long as that topic remains current. 
The best example of an intrinsically engaging post found in this study is one 
published by Institution 11.  In the days following the death of Neil Armstrong, 
Institution 11 posted a photo album commemorating the fallen astronaut including the 
iconic photograph of Armstrong’s boot print on the lunar surface.  The moon landing, and 
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NASA more broadly, has a built-in intrinsic value.  When compounded with the huge 
increase in Armstrong following his passing, the post resonated with Institution 11’s 
audience like none other before or after within the sampled time period.  The post had 21 
likes and 10 comments; the next highest posts had five likes and three comments, 
respectively.  The reach of the Armstrong post was 227 unique users; the next highest 
reach was 165 unique users.
89
  Perhaps more significantly than the feedback on the one 
post is that the total number of likes for Institution 11’s Page went up by six users on the 
day that the Armstrong post went live.  No other day’s increase reached that level.90  
Clearly, the Armstrong post with its high intrinsic value succeeded as an outreach tool. 
The reason that intrinsically-valuable items work on Facebook is because they 
instantly engage the user.  Much like photographs, any item with a great intrinsic value 
will cause the user to pause their quick scanning on their own news feed.  For example, 
Institution 20 posted a telegram announcing the declaration of the First World War to 
naval personnel.  That post was quite successful even though it had no photographic 
content because the declaration of a world war has an inherent value.  When posting 
intrinsically, archivists should try to “whet the appetite” of their users.  Hopefully, users 
who stop to examine an intrinsically engaging item will then visit the institution’s 
website and look for more informationally-rich content.   
Finally, it is necessary to add a discussion on word choice for this guideline.  
Many respondents said that they strive to post “interesting” content on a regular basis.  
Even Harry Glazer suggested that librarians should strive to be interesting on Facebook.  
Why, therefore, is it preferable to use the word “intrinsic” rather than “interesting”?  The 
simple reason is that “intrinsic” provides a foundation in both archival theory and is more 
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narrowly construed than “interesting.”  A 20th-century book that details how monks 
created illuminated manuscripts during the Middle Ages could be quite interesting for its 
informational content, but it is not nearly an intrinsically valuable as an actual image of 
an illuminated manuscript—even if that manuscript is in a language that most users do 
not read. 
Guideline 4:  Think Narrowly:  This guideline is the most counterintuitive but, 
ironically, it seems to yield the most interaction in the way of comments from users.  
“Thinking narrowly” means that institutions should refrain from sharing items that run 
the gamut of their collections and instead should establish an identity as the go-to 
destination for one or two specific subjects.  Scott Brown’s advice that libraries should 
follow the example of Naked Pizza and create a brand around a given issue is just as 
valid for archival institutions striving to create a Facebook Page with actively engaged 
users.   
Why does thinking narrowly work?  Part of the answer is that Facebook search 
lends itself to Pages that have descriptive names that include their subject area.  “The 
John Smith Library” may have several likes, but “The John Smith Library for Sociology 
and Demography” will garner attention from users who search for sociology or 
demography and not just for the word “library.”  Of course, this rationale only works 
when an institution is so committed to a subject that they add it to their Page name.  
However, that step is not necessary for thinking narrowly to work.  If an institution 
establishes itself as the best Facebook Page for learning about a specific subject, then 
word will spread through likes, comments, and collaborative sharing.  One NARA branch 
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included in this study has not changed its name but its Page has become a de facto 
destination for anyone interested in the history of a particular region.   
Thinking narrowly also implies that an institution will do as Glazer said and leave 
the confines of their own collections when posting new content.  If an archival institution 
has established its Facebook identity as the portal for all information relating to the 
history of suffrage, then it suddenly has a justification (and an expectation) to share links 
about current debates concerning the Voting Rights Act in the U.S. Supreme Court.  
Respondent 10C from a repository that specializes in music stated this philosophy thusly: 
The archives are not just for people who are writing books...The archives have a 
relevance to everybody.  If you're interested in [our subject], you're interested in 
us.  Think of us like a friend with a great record collection.
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Institution 10’s philosophy as having a Facebook Page where all who are interested in 
their particular genre of music can learn and interact with each other is proving effective.  
They are gaining likes from users across the world who have no real “archival” interest 
but know that Institution 10’s Page will provide them with interesting content. 
 Two examples illustrate the power of thinking narrowly.  The first is Institution 3, 
an archival repository for a specific ethnicity.  Respondent 3 readily admits that they are 
not very active on their Facebook Page, yet the number of likes for their Page continues 
to climb for no clear reason.
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  Thinking narrowly actually explains this phenomenon, as 
persons of that ethnicity are finding the page because the ethnicity’s name is in the title of 
the Page and then liking the Page because it can act as a place for persons in the Diaspora 
to connect with one another.  If Institution 3 could capitalize on this inherent interest 
through more regular postings, their Facebook success would increase exponentially.  
The second illustrative example comes from Institution 14, a non-profit’s archive.  The 
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Page for Institution 14 is successful insofar as it has 6,068 likes at the time of writing.  
However, Institution 14 decided to create a Page solely dedicated to the papers of a 
famous economist that they hold.  They have since molded that Page into a destination 
for all kinds of information about that economist and his theories, as well as his family 
life as documented in his records.
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  Although this Page is much younger than the Page 
for the institution as a whole, it has 5,669 likes at the time of writing.  One collection has 
garnered nearly as many likes as everything else combined because people are both 
finding the collection thanks to searching for the economist and are then liking that Page 
thanks to their inherent interest in his work.  Furthermore, the posts on the economist 
papers’ Page have a higher frequency of likes and comments, often leading to spirited but 
academically engaging disagreements between other economists (both amateur and 
professional). 
 How can an archival repository think narrowly with its Facebook Page?  
Archivists can follow the model of Institution 14 and make separate Pages for  
“celebrity” collections.  They can also makes Pages for collecting centers or even 
collecting foci.  If more Pages is not a possibility, then the institution could decide 
administratively that they want their Page to become a destination for any given subject 
focus of the repository.  From that policy decision, content creators could mold the Page 
to fit this need.  Of course, thinking narrowly does not mean that an institution can never 
post about content outside of their chosen focus.  Most users understand that repositories 
have many different collections and hopefully, once users are hooked thanks to the 
narrow focus, a post introducing other kinds of collections could “whet their appetite.”  
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However, a broad approach that tries to highlight all collections will be less likely to 
resonate with users than a narrowly-focused Page. 
 
Conclusion and Suggestions for Further Research 
 If qualitative evaluations are truly significant for judging the impact of Facebook 
for the sampled institutions, then Facebook as an outreach tool is indeed quite effective.  
Nineteen out of the 23 respondents to this study said that Facebook was a good or great 
outreach tool with no reservations.  Two respondents stated that it could be a great 
outreach tool given more time and effort.  Only two respondents felt that their experience 
with Facebook has not yet been worthwhile.  This finding is a clear  endorsement of 
maintaining an archival presence on Facebook.. 
 In summation, archivists are using Facebook for a variety of reasons that 
somewhat dovetail with what Jacobson described in her work on social media literature.  
Some join Facebook to conform to expectations; this rationale is not conducive to 
success.  Others join Facebook to raise the profile of their institution through general 
publicity efforts, targeting younger users, promoting events, and even garnering new 
donors.  Some institutions focus more on collection-based outreach, either to create new 
researchers or simply to share history with a wide audience.  Those institutions with these 
goals in mind have had substantial success with their Facebook efforts. 
 Evaluating that success requires a combination of Insights and qualitative 
feedback.  Some of the best evaluations come from anecdotes that shed light on just how 
users come to institutions through Facebook.  This qualitative feedback also generated 
four guidelines for content creators:  think visually, think collaboratively, think 
71 
 
intrinsically, and think narrowly.  While these guidelines do not guarantee success on 
Facebook, they have worked for multiple institutions and will greatly increase the odds 
that any given post will have the resonance with users that all content creators would like 
to have. 
 Further study is necessary for determining how best to utilize the Insights that 
Facebook provides as complementary tools with qualitative feedback.  Specifically, 
archivists should examine the reach and virality statistics to determine their viability as a 
metric for “success.”  In addition, archivists should examine the methods for combining 
Facebook Insights with Google Analytics to both add to the richness of the Insights and 
to provide a stronger answer to Glazer’s question if likes equal logins.  Further study is 
also needed on the interaction of money with social media.  How can social media, and 
Facebook specifically, generate interest in potential donors?  In addition, does paying to 
promote a Page actually work in generating an increase in one’s audience that justifies its 
cost?  While one institution was successful in paying for advertisement and gaining new 
likes, they discontinued that practice before the study began.  Finally, further research is 
needed to determine if the guidelines provided above work for other social media 
platforms or if they are specific to Facebook.    While the four guidelines could work for 
other social media platforms, this study has no data on this crucial question. 
 Even given these unanswered questions, it is clear that archival institutions have 
experienced success when using Facebook as an outreach tool.  Respondent 1’s claim that 
Facebook and other social media is helping to make the archival profession relevant is 
not an exaggeration.  Archivists can now reach individuals who do not even know what 
archives are if social media is utilized efficaciously.  Those archivists with a vested 
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interest in keeping outreach and access viable for years to come will have to venture into 
this new digital frontier, even if they do not “like” it.  As the NARA Social Media Team 
stated, “[Social media] is only going to get bigger and better…Social media in general is 
a new way of communicating.  If Facebook isn’t around in a few years, there will be 
something else.”94 
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Appendix 1:  Questions Sent to Study Respondents 
 
Section 1:  Social Networking in General 
 
1.  Other than Facebook, what other social networking platforms does your institution 
currently use?  Please note that blogging and podcasting are forms of social networking 
for the purposes of this study. 
 
2a.  If Facebook is the only platform that you currently use, why did you decide to remain 
exclusive to Facebook and not try other platforms?   
 
2b.  If you use other platforms, do you consider Facebook to be any more or less 
significant than the others? 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Section 2:  Rationale for Facebook Usage 
 
1.  Why did your institution decide to create a Facebook account or page? 
 
2.  Did the initial push for Facebook usage derive from reference staff, administration, or 
another source? 
 
3.  If you are affiliated with a library, museum, or any other institution, did that institution 
establish a Facebook presence before you?   
 
3a.  If so, did their experience influence your decision to start a page?   
 
3b.  If you created a page before your affiliated or parent institution, has that 
institution created one since you began your Facebook efforts? 
 
4.  Do you have an official policy for Facebook posts?  If so, did your institution 
compose that policy before starting its page? 
 
5.  Please follow up on any other of the questions above regarding your institution's 
initial foray into Facebook. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Section 3:  Purposes and Goals of Facebook Usage 
 
1.  What are the primary goals of your institution's activity on Facebook? 
 
2.  Have you ever used Facebook to promote digital collections?  If so, please describe 
the process through which a collection was highlighted.   
 
2a. If not, please discuss why you have not utilized Facebook for this function.   
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2b. If you do not currently have digital collections, have you used Facebook to 
promote physical collections? 
 
3.  Do you use your institution’s Facebook page as a way to communicate with your 
existing researchers?  If so, what do you typically post to engage your community’s 
interest? 
 
4.  Please feel free to follow up on any of the above questions regarding your institution's 
current goals on Facebook. 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Section 4:  Effectiveness of Facebook Usage 
 
1.  Do you have any anecdotes of users specifically mentioning Facebook or other social 
network activity as an impetus to conduct research or otherwise contact your institution?  
If so, please elaborate. 
 
2.  Do you believe that your institution’s use of Facebook has taken too much time away 
from your other duties?  If so, please elaborate. 
 
3.  Do you use the analytical data provided by Facebook to change your posting habits?  
For example, do you keep tabs of what sorts of posts are viewed the most often? 
 
4.  As a whole, do you believe your institution's usage of Facebook as an outreach tool 
has been successful thus far?  Why or why not? 
 
5.  Please feel free to elaborate on the effectiveness of Facebook as an outreach tool. 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Section 5:  Quantitative Assessment of Facebook Usage 
 
As a final component of this study, I would like to collect quantitative data on how 
"successful" a post regarding digital collections can be.  If you are able, I would like to 
analyze the analytics that Facebook provides you on your users and audience.  Ideally I 
would appreciate having one week’s worth of posting statistics (unless your institution 
posts rarely, in which case I will need a longer time span).  If you are willing to provide 
this data, with the proviso that no information connecting your users to your institution 
will be included in my results, I will walk you through the export process during our 
interview.  Thank you for your cooperation.
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